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Prefatory Memorr. 


HE ‘ Life’ of the REV. WILLIAM LAW has been fully, 
even diffusively, set forth in his Biography written 
by CANON OVERTON and published by Longmans 
in the year 1881: and to that work—of which the 

more interesting particulars are drawn from the 
late MR. WALTON’S * Collections and DR. BYROm’s ‘ Journal ’— 
such readers of W2zllzam Law’s Works who desire to obtain 
some general idea of their Writer’s life, are referred. 

Unfortunately, Canon Overton’s Work, excellent and painstak- 
ing.as is its compilation, conveys to the earnest reader only a very 
vague and unsatisfactory impression of Wzl/zam Law himself: 
being composed chiefly of well-selected extracts from Law’s 
publications with criticisms thereon and numerous explanations 
and conjectures in well-meant but misplaced, elucidations of 
motives and actions. In fact, Canon Overton has performed a 
kind of literary autopsy upon W2//Zzam Law: quite in the manner 
of biographical writing of the day ; unimpeachable, indeed, in 
respect of ‘scholarly’ execution, although occasionally lapsing 
into ill-chosen expressions as when he describes his subject as a 
‘grand specemen of Humanity, instead of example ; as if poor 
Law were some Museum specimen to be gazed at and remarked 
upon, with due pedantry accordingly. This too, in the absence 
of any authentic portrait of Wzllzam Law, represses the curiosity 
of the expectant reader ; who, abandoning the Biography, con- 
soles himself with the remark made by Miss HESTER GIBBON— 
when requested to write a‘ Life’ of Wellzam Law—that his Life 
was in his Works. 

William Law was born at King’s Cliffe a considerable Village in 
Northamptonshire so long ago as the year 1686, in the Reign of 
James the Second. His father was a ‘Grocer and Chandler’ in 
the Village, residing in a house of his own; but, Canon Overton 





* CHRISTOPHER WALTON, a ‘Diamond Jeweller,’ of ZLudgaze Street, 
London, and apparently a man of considerable literary ability—of a 
eculiar kind—who had a most enthusiastic veneration for WILLIAM Law. 
e printed in the year 1856 a ‘ Cyclopzedia of Pure Christian Theology and 
‘Theosophic Science in Elucidation of the Sublime Genius and Theosophian 
‘Mission of WILLIAM Law,’ containing nearly 700 pages of the smallest and 
closest printing, which is perhaps the most laborious and generally unread- 
able compilation ever printed—excepting the Biographical footnotes relating 
to Law commencing at page 334. 
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tells us‘ his social standing was different from that of an ordinary 
‘Village tradesman of the present day.’ From various evidence 
it appears that the Laws were not of humble origin in respect of 
‘Gentility’; and mention is made by Walton of a Tradesman’s 
token, dated 1659, which bore their ‘ Coat of Arms ’—an evidence 
of ‘Gentility ’ of more account at that time of ‘ Heraldic Visita- 
‘tions’ than it would be at the present. It may be remembered 
that W7llzam Law's great Contemporary BISHOP BUTLER, was 
the son of a Linen-Draper; and other instances might be re- 
called—~SHAKESPEARE for example—of what has been accom- 
plished by members of that class. 

William Law was the fourth son of a family of eight sons and 
three daughters. His early disposition appears to have been 
noticed by his father, who alone of all his sons, sent W2lliam to 
the University ; and he entered,as a Sizar of Emmanuel College, 
Cambridge, in the year 1705. He proceeded to the Arts Degrees 
in the usual course; and was elected to a Fellowship of his 
College and ordained in the year 1711—no doubt therefore, well 
fulfilling his father’s expectations of him. His political principles 
(never mere ‘ Views’ with him), obliged him to decline the Oath 
of Allegiance to George the First in the year 1716; which 
deprived him of his College Fellowship and of all prospect of 
advancement in the Church. In a note which he wrote to his 
eldest brother on that occasion he says: ‘ My prospect indeed is. 
‘melancholy enough. ... The benefits of my education seem 
‘partly at an end, but that same education had been more miser- 
‘ably lost, if I had not learnt to fear something worse than mis- 
‘fortunes.’ In this great, though providential disappointment to 
his hopes and those of his family respecting him, his father did 
not live to share, having died two years previously. 

It is said that on leaving Cambridge, William Law came to 
London ; and there is some tradition that he officiated as Curate 
at S. Mary’s Church in the Stvand. Various vague reports are 
current respecting him at that period; but little is known of 
him until he published his first letter to Dr. HoApDLy, the 
latitudinarian Bishop of Bangor, followed by his other letters 
on that Controversy. These Letters were written between the 
years 1717-1719, when Wzllzam Law was about 31 years of age, 
and are generally considered to have been the most important 
contribution to that Controversy. 

The following ‘Rules for my Future Conduct’ drawn up by 
William Law*—it is said, when he was at Cambridge—are 
worthy of being reproduced with his Works :— 
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* Walton's ‘ Cyclopedia,’ Footnotes, pp. 345-6. 
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O fix it deep in my Mind, that I have one business upon my hands 
—to seek for eternal happiness, by doing the Will of God. 
II. To examine everything that relates to me in this view, as 
it serves or obstructs this only end of Life. 
III. To think nothing great or desirable, because the World 
thinks it so; but to form all my judgments of things from the 
infallible Word of God, and direct my Life according to it. 

IV. To avoid all concerns with the World, or the ways of it, but where 
Religion and Charity oblige me to act. 

V. To remember frequently, and impress it upon my Mind deeply, that no 
condition of this Life is for enjoyment, but for trial; and that every power, 
ability, or advantage we have, are all so many Talents to be accounted for, to 
the Judge of all the World. 

Vi. That the Greatness of Human Nature consists in nothing else but in 
imitating the Divine Nature. That therefore, all the Greatness of this 
World, which is not in good actions, is perfectly beside the point. 

VII. To remember, often and seriously, how much of Time is inevitably 
thrown away, from which I can expect nothing but the charge of Guilt ; and 
how little there may be to come, on which an Eternity depends. 

VIII. To avoid all excess in eating and drinking. ; 

IX. To spend as little time as I possibly can, among such persons as can 
receive no benefit from me, nor J from them. 

X. To be always fearful of letting my time slip away without some fruit. 

XI. To avoid all idleness. 

XII. To call to mind the Presence of God, whenever I find myself 
under any Temptation to sin, and to have immediate recourse to Prayer. 

XIII. To think humbly of myself ; and with great Charity of all others. 

XIV. To forbear from all evil speaking. 

XV. To think often of the Life of Christ, and to propose it as a pattern to 
myself. 

XVI To pray, privately, thrice a day, besides my morning and evening 
Prayer. 

XVII. To keep from * as much as [ can without offence. 

NVIII. To spend some time in giving an account of the day, previous to 
Evening Prayer: how have I spent this day? what Sin have I committed ? 
what Temptations have I withstood? have I performed all my Duty? 





It was about the year 1727 that W2zdlzam Law having achieved 
a good reputation by his Controversial writings, Christian Per- 
fectton, &c., became Tutor in the Gzbdon family, residing at 
Putney,in particular to the father of the Historian Gzbdon whom 
he accompanied to Ammanuel College ; and on his pupil’s de- 
parture thence upon his travels, Zaw returned to Putney where 
he continued to reside for the next twelve years in the capacity 
of Spiritual Director with the Gzbdon family, by whom he was 
much esteemed. It was during his residence at Putney that he 
produced his fame-piece, but not perhaps his master-piece, the 
Serious Call, by which he is now most generally known. It 
appears to have been at Pudney also, that he became acquainted 
with the writings of Jacob Behmen the German Mystic, for whom 





* Left blank by Wadton, 
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and his Commentators, he acquired a great veneration which 
deepened with him until his death. 

On leaving Putney, Law returned to King’s Cliffe to reside ; 
where shortly afterwards Mrs. Hutcheson, a Widow lady, and 
Miss Hester Gibbon, who were each possessed of ample means 
and of strict piety, joined him and devoted themselves and the 
greater part of their joint income* to the relief of the Poor in 
a most benevolent, but it would seem, indiscriminate manner. 
Their Charity becoming notorious, attracted to them all the 
Vagrants from the whole country round, demoralizing the 
Village of Kzng’s Cliffe; and exciting the rebuke of the then 
Incumbent administered to them from his pulpit. 

Some interesting particulars of the daily life of Wzl/zam Law’s 
household at Kzng’s Cliffe were collected many years ago by 
Mr. Walton, and are abridged, as follows : 


R. LAW rose early each morning, probably about five o’clock, 
spending some time in devotion ; after which he breakfasted, 
generally on a cup of chocolate in his bedroom, and then com- 
menced study... . Mr. Law kept four cows, the produce of 
which, beyond what was required for his household, he gave to 
the poor, distributing the milk every morning with his own 

hands. ... At nine o’clock a bell was rung for family devotion, of which the 
Collects and Psalms for the day formed a portion. From... the perform- 
ance of this duty Mr. Law retired in silence to his chamber, where he passed 
the morning in study ; not unfrequently, indeed, interrupted by the message 
of some poor mendicant for aid, which never failed to secure his immediate 
attention . . . he inquired into the particular needs of his suppliants, and 
caused relief to be administered in the shape either of money, apparel, or food. 
. . . He manifested displeasure if room was not found on the kitchen fire for 
a vessel for the poor ; and sometimes he has been known to quit his studies 
in order to taste the broth which had been made forthem. . . . Inthe winter 
season, he occasionally added ale and wine to these charitable provisions. 
. . . Amongst the articles of clothing which he provided for the fadizent were 
shirts made of strong coarse linen ; and, that he might not give away what he 
himself could not thankfully receive, he always wore them himself first .. . 
after which they were washed and distributed. . . . Instances of hypocrisy 
are narrated of mendicants, who have been known to change their better 
clothing, sheltered by the projecting buttresses of the neighbouring church, 
for rags, and, thus disguised, repair again for relief to the well-known window. 
Though suspicions at times crossed his mind, Mr. Law would give his sup- 
plicants the benefit of a doubt, the result of all which was that A7zng’s Cliffe 
became the resort of the idle and worthless, and obtained a character tor 
Pauperism which the place did not deserve ; and so much annoyance did it 
cause to the inhabitants that the Rector . . . endeavoured to put an end to 


* Mrs. HUTCHESON’S income is said by Walton to have been £2,000, and 
Miss GIBBON’S between five and seve: hundred pounds yearly. It also 
appears that WILLIAM Law gave the profits of only the frs¢ editions of his 
Works to the Bookseller, so that there would be a considerable income from 
that source, 
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the alleged mistaken benevolence of Mr. Law and his companions by openly 
preaching against them from the Pulpit. . . . At noon in winter, and at one 
in summer, dinner was laid upon the table, of which Mr. Law partook very 
moderately, allowing himself one glass of wine. . . . Immediately after dinner 
they reassembled (for devotional exercises). That duty performed, Mr. Law 
once more retired to his study and remained there a few hours, again rejoin- 
ing the ladies at the tea-table. Of this refreshment he did not ordinarily 
partake, but supplied its place with a raisin or two from his pocket, generally 
standing and indulging in cheerful conversation. After tea exercises of piety 
were resumed, and varied by the servants in turn reading a chapter from the 
Bible... . Mr. Zaw and his companions, Mrs, Hutcheson and Miss Gtbdon, 
were constant in their attendance at Church whenever Divine Service was 
performed. After the morning service on Wednesdays and Fridays, it was 
their custom to ride out for an airing, Mr. Law and Miss Gzddon being on 
horseback, and Mrs. Hutcheson, with the Honourables the Misses Hatton, their 
neighbours (who usually dined with them every alternate Friday) . .. inthe 
carriage. . . . As regards the regular occupations of the ladies,* apart from 
the time dedicated to outward offices of charity among their Neighbours, or 
spent in private devotion, it would appear that they consisted in storing their 
minds with the instructions of Wisdom, and the impressions of Eternity, by 
transcribing daily portions out of the writings of the ancient . . . divines as 
in the way of school exercises. . . . Asno authentic portrait of Mr. Law is in 
existence . . . we give a sketch of his personal appearance, as nearly as can 
be gathered from the testimony left upon record, assisted by our knowledge 
of his character.f ... In stature . .. rather over than under the middle 
size, his frame not corpulent, but stoutly built. . . . The general form of his 
countenance was round ; and he possessed a blunt, felicitous expression of 
utterance. . . . He had well-proportioned features . .. a cheerful, open 
expression. . . . His face was ruddy, his eyes grey, clear, vivacious. . . . 
His general manner was lively and unaffected, and, though his walk and 
conversation among his friends was that of aSage ... he was accustomed 
to see company, and was a man of free conversation....A sister of the... 
Wesleys describes him as the very picture of the Law itself for severity and 
gravity. ... Perhaps the gravity of his looks and demeanour was a little 


* Mrs. HUTCHESON and Miss HESTER GIBBON, each of whom sur- 
vived WILLIAM Law; and are buried at the foot of his grave in Kzng’s 
Cliige Churchyard. Canon Overfon, in his ‘ Biography of Law,’ rather 
ungallantly and frivolously records a foolish tradition ‘that during 
‘Law's lifetime the ladies dressed in the severely simple style recom- 
“mended in the Servtous Call, but that after his death the feminine 
‘love of finery broke out,’ and ‘ Miss Gzbdox appeared resplendent in yellow 
‘stockings :’ as if Miss Gzbdon’s stockings had been an apparent and pro- 
minent rather than an obscured and withdrawn portion of her apparel ; for 
which supposition there is no evidence, although Dr. Byrom reports on 
hearsay that ‘she was said to be a very good lady, though some people thought 
‘she was mad.’ 

+ Mr. WALTON here adds the following note (p. 502), which will be read 
with a shudder: ‘If our endeavours to obtain possession of his Skull should be 
‘crowned with success, we shall then, perhaps, be enabled to offer a more just 
‘and complete delineation of his exterior . . .; his hardy, economic physical 
‘training and classically tutored mind rendering it probable that nature in 
‘him was regular and true’—and very unlike what it was in poor Mr. WALTON! 
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heightened by the soberness of his dress, which was usually a clerical hat 
with the loops let down, black coat, and grey wig. 


Of the many who applied to William Law for spiritual advice 
and guidance, and who for a time implicitly followed his direc- 
tions, the most notable was John Wesley: of whom Law subse- 
quently wrote, ‘I was at one time a sort of Oracle with Mr. 
‘Wesley’ The occasion of their estrangement was because 
in Wesley’s opinion, William Law’s teaching did not sufficiently 
dwell upon the Saving Merits of the Atonement ; and the instan- 
taneous kind of Salvation comprehended in the Divine words 
‘Believe ; and thou shalt be saved.’ This Doctrine Wesley ina 
lengthy but rather weak and petulant, note charged Law with 
neglecting to teach him ; and asks him ‘ How will you justify it 
‘to our common Lord that you never gave me this advice ’—of 
instantaneous Salvation—‘ Why did I scarcely ever hear you 
‘name the name of Christ, never so as to ground anything on 
‘faith in His blood ?’; and concludes with some personal reflec- 
tions upon Wzllzam Law’s morose disposition, which he thinks 
cannot be the result of a living faith, &c., and which certainly 
might have been spared. To this Law sent a most admirable 
and charitable reply, sweeping away Wesdey’s insinuations like so 
many cobwebs; in which he says ‘A holy man you say taught 
‘you this “ Believe and thou shalt be saved.” I am to sup- 
‘pose that till you met with this holy man you had not been 
‘taught this Doctrine. Did you not above two years ago give a 
‘new translation of Thomas a Kempis. Will you call Thomas to 
‘account and to answer it to God, as you do me for not teaching 
‘you that doctrine? Or will you say that you took upon you to 
‘restore the true sense of that Divine Writer, and instruct others 
‘how they might profit by reading him, before you had so much 
‘as a literal knowledge of the most plain, open, and repeated 
‘doctrine in his book. You cannot but remember what value I 
‘always expressed of @ Kempis, and how much I recommended 
‘it to your meditations. You have had a great many conver- 
‘sations with me, and I dare say you never was with me half an 
‘hour without my being large upon that very doctrine which you 
‘make me totally silent and ignorant of .... I am to suppose 
‘that you had been meditating upon an Author that of all others 
‘leads us the most directly to a real living Faith in Jesus Christ: 
‘after you had judged yourself such a master of his sentiments 
‘and doctrines as to be able to publish them .. . . after you had 
‘done this you had only the faith of a Judas.’ And concluding : 
‘Your last paragraph, concerning my sour, rough behaviour, I 
‘leave in its full force. Whatever you can say of me of that 
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‘kind, wethout hurteng yourself, will be always well received by 
‘me.’ 

William Law’s veneration for Jacob Behmen and belief in his 
System of Philosophy ; and what has been termed, his own 
‘mysticism, has by many been misunderstood and misrepre- 
sented. His latest Biographer, Canon Overton, places too much 
stress upon a quotation from a letter written by Wzllzam Law to 
a friend ; in which, probably in an unguarded moment of strong 
enthusiasm, he says ‘ All pretences and endeavours to hinder the 
‘opening of this Mystery revealed’ in /acob Behmen ‘and its 
‘bearing down all before it, will be as vain as so many attempts 
‘to prevent or retard the coming of the last day ’—and this 
statement made in the privacy of correspondence—Canon Overton 
describes as a ‘ Prophecy’ unfulfilled. It is therefore, only fair 
to Welam Law's memory to quote the following extract from a 
letter written by him five years later—and within two years of 
his death, to a friend: ‘Next to the Scriptures, my only book is 
‘the illuminated Behmen. And him TJ only follow so far as he 
‘helps to open in me that which God had opened in him, concerning 
‘the death and the life of the fallen and redeemed man. The 
‘whole Kingdom of Grace and Nature was opened in him; and 
‘the whole Kingdom of Grace and Nature lies hid in myself. 
‘And, therefore, in reading of him, I am always at home and 
‘kept close to the Kingdom of God that is within me.’ 

Another of the charges brought against Law is, that he was 
«a ‘declared Universalist.? The final Restitution of all things, 
was a subject upon which he spoke and wrote most guardedly ; 
in one instance as follows :—‘ Put away all needless curiosity in 
‘Divine matters; and look upon everything to be so but that 
‘which helps you to die to yourself, that the Spirit and Life of 
‘Christ may be found in you.’ | 

William Law retired to King’s Chiffe when he was fifty-one 
years of age, and he resided there until his death, twenty-two 
years later. It appears that at Eastertide in the year 1761, 
when occupying himself as usual about the annual audit of the 
Schools, which he had founded and endowed in his native place, 
he caught cold, producing inflammation of the kidneys; which, 
after a few days’ acute suffering, ended his life here. His death 
occurred between seven and eight o'clock in the morning of 
Thursday, 9th April, 1761. ‘When near expiring, it is reported, 
‘he sang a hymn with a strong and very clear voice;’ and Miss 
Gibbon, who was present, wrote:—‘ This death-bed instead of 
‘being a state of Affliction, was, providentially, a state of Divine 
‘Transport. As to THE TRUTH, all his behaviour bore full 
‘testimony to it, and the gracious words that proceeded out of 
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‘his mouth were all love, all joy, and all Divine Transport . 
‘after taking leave of everybody in the most affecting manner, 
‘and declaring the opening of the Spirit of Love in the Soul to 

‘be all in all—he expired in Divine raptures.’ 


G. B. M. 
Brockenhurst, Hants. 
19th October, 1892. 
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The 
First Letter to 
the Bishop of Bangor. 


My Lord, 


SHAT your Lordship may be prepared to receive 
what I here presume to lay before you, with the 
greater Candor, I sincerely profess, that it does 
not proceed from any Prejudice ; but from certain 
Reasons, upon which I find myself invincibly 

obliged to differ from your Lordship in Opinion. 

To prevent all Suspicion of my designing anything injurious 
to your Lordship’s Character in this Address, I have prefixed, 
what otherwise I should have chosen to conceal, my Name 
to it. 

Your Lordship is represented as at the Head of a Cause, 
where every Adversary is sure to be reproached, either as a 
furious Jacobite, or Popish Bigot, or an Enemy to the Liberty 
of his Country, and the Protestant Cause. These hard Names 
are to be expected, my Lord, from a Set of Men who dishonour 
your Lordship with their Panegyrics upon your Performances ; 
whose Praises defile the Character they would adorn. 

When Dr. Szape represents your Lordship as no Friend to the 
good Orders, and necessary Institutions of the Church, you 
complain of the ill Arts of an Adversary, who sets you out in 
false Colours, perverts your Words on purpose to increase his 
own lmaginary Triumphs. But, my Lord, in this, Dr. Snape 
only thinks with those who would be counted your best Friends; 
and would no longer be your Friends, but that they conclude, 
you have declared against the Authority of the Church. Does 
your Lordship suppose, that the 7———ds, the H——s, the 
B ¢s, would be at so much Expense of Time and Labour, to 
justify, commend and enlarge upon your Lordship’s Notions, if 
they did not think you engaged in their Cause? There is not a 
Libertine, or Loose-Thinker in Eugland, but he imagines you 
intend to dissolve the Church as a Society, and are ready to 

I—2 
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offer Incense to your Lordship for so meritorious a Design. 
It is not my Intention to reproach your Lordship with their 
Esteem, or to involve you in the Guilt of their Schemes ; but 
to show, that an Adversary does not need any Malice to make 
him believe you no Friend to the Constitution of the Church, 
as a Regular Society, since your greatest Admirers every Day 
publish it by necessary Construction to the World in Print. 

After a Word or two concerning a Passage in your Lordship’s 
Preservative, 1 shall proceed to consider your Answer to Dr. 
Snape. Inthe 98th Page you have these Words: But when you 
are secure of your Integrity before God, — this will lead you (as 
tt ought all of us) not to be afraid of the Terrors of Men, or the 
vain Words of Regular Uninterrupted Successions, Authoritative 
Benedictions, Excommunications, — Nullity, or Validity of God's 
Ordinances to the People upon Account of Niceties and Trifles, or 
any other the like Dreams. 

My Lord, thus much must be implied here: Be not afraid of 
the Terrors of Men, who would persuade you of the Danger of 
being in this, or that Communion, and fright you into particular 
Ways of Worshipping God, who would make you believe such 
Sacraments, and such Clergy, are necessary to recommend you 
to his Favour. For these, your Lordship affirms, we may con- 
temn, if we be but secure of our Integrity. 

So that if a Man be not a Hyfocrite, it matters not what 
Religion he is of. This isa Proposition of an unfriendly Aspect 
to Christianity : But that it is entirely your Lordship’s, is plain 
from what you declare, p. 90: That every one may find it in his 
ow Conduct to be true, that his Title to God’s Favour cannot 
depend upon his actual being or continuing in any particular 
Method ; but upon his real Sincerity in the Conduct of his Con- 
science. Again, p. 91: The Favour of God follows Sincerity, 
considered as such, and consequently equally follows every equal 
Degree of Sincerity. So that I hope I have not wrested your 
Lordship’s Meaning, by saying, that, according to these Notions, 
if a Man be not a Hypocrite, it matters not what Religion he is 
of. Not only sincere Quakers, Ranters, Muggletonians, and Fifth 
Monarchy-Men, are as much in the Favour of God, as any of the 
Apostles ; but likewise sincere Jews, Turks and Deists, are upon 
as good a Bottom, and as secure of the Favour of God, as the 
sincerest Christian. 

For your Lordship saith, it is Sznxcerzty, as such, that procures 
the Favour of God. If it be Sincerity, as such, then it is Szz- 
cerity independent and exclusive of any particular Way of Wor- 
ship. And if the Favour of God equally follows every equal 
Degree of Sincerity, then it is impossible there should be any 
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Difference, either as to Merit or Happiness, between a sincere 
Martyr and a sincere Persecutor ; and he that burns the 
Christian, if he be but in earnest, has the same Title to a 
Reward for it, as he that is burnt for believing in Christ. 

Your Lordship saith, you can’t help it, if People will charge 
you with* Evzl [ntentzons and Bad Views. I intend no such 
Charge: But I wonder your Lordship should think it hard, that 
anyone should infer from these Places, that you are against the 
Interest of the Church of Engiand. 

For, my Lord, cannot the Quakers, Mugeletontans, Detsts, 
Presbyterians, assert you as much in their interest as we can ? 
Have you said anything for us, or done anything for us in this 
Preservative, but what you have equally done for them? Your 
Lordship is ours, as you fill a Bishopric; but we are at a loss 
to discover from this Discourse what other Interest we have in 
your Lordship. For you openly expose our Communion, and give 
up all the advantages of it, by telling all sorts of People, if they are 
but sincere in their own Way, they are as much in God’s Favour 
as anybody else. Is this supporting our Interest, my Lord? 

Suppose a Friend of King George should declare it to all 
Britons whatever, that though they were divided into Five thou- 
sand different Parties, to set up different Pretenders ; yet if they 
were but sincere in their Designs, they would be as much in the 
Favour of God, as those who are most firmly attached to his 
Majesty. Does your Lordship think, such a one would be 
thought any great Friend to the Government? And, my Lord, 
is not this the Declaration you made as to the Church of Exg- 
land? Have you not told all Parties, that their Sincerity is 
enough? Have you said so muchas one Word in Recommenda- 
tion of our Communion: Or, if it was not for your Church- 
Character in the Title-Page of this Discourse, could anyone 
alive conceive what Communion you were of? Nay,a Reader, 
that was a Stranger, would imagine, that he who will allow no 
Difference between Communions, is himself of no Communion. 
Your Lordship, for aught I know, may act according to the 
strictest Sincerity, and may think it your Duty to undermine 
the Foundations of the Church. I am only surprised, that you 
should refuse to own the Reasonableness of such a Charge. 

Your Lordship hath cancelled all our Obligations to any par- 
ticular Communion, upon pretence of Szacerity. 

I hope, my Lord, there is Mercy in store for all sorts of 
People, however erroneous in their Way of worshipping God ; 
but cannot believe, that to be a sincere Christian, is to be no 
more in the Favour of God, than to be a sincere Dezst, or a 
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sincere Destroyer of Christians. It will be allowed, that Sincerity 
is a necessary Principle of true Religion ; and that without it, all 
the most specious Appearances of Virtue are nothing worth. 
But still, neither common Sense, nor plain Scripture, will suffer 
me to think, that when our Saviour was on Earth, they were as 
much in the Favour of God, who sincerely refused to be his 
Disciples, and sincerely called for his Crucifixion, as those who 
sincerely left all and followed him. If they were, my Lord, 
where is that Blessedness of Believing so often mentioned in the 
Scripture? Or, where is the Happiness of the Gospel Revelation, 
if they are as well, who refuse it sincerely, as those who embrace 
it with Integrity ? 

Our Saviour declared, that those who believed, should be saved ; 
but those who believed not, should be damned. Will your Lord- 
ship say, that all Unbelievers were insincere; or, that though 
they were damned, they were yet in the same Favour with God, 
as those who were saved ? 

The Apostle assures us, that there ts no other Name under 
Fleaven given unto Men, whereby they can be saved, but Jesus 
Christ. But your Lordship hath found out an Atonement, more 
universal than that of his Blood ; and which will even make 
those blessed and happy, who count it an unholy Thing. For 
seeing it is Szucerzty, as such, that alone recommends us to the 
Favour of God, they who sincerely persecute this Name, are in 
as good a Way, as those that sincerely worship it. Has God 
declared this to be the only Way to Salvation? How can your 
Lordship tell the World, that Sincerity will save them, be they 
in what Way they will? Is this all the Necessity of Christ’s 
Satisfaction ? Is this all the Advantage of the Gospel Covenant, 
that those who sincerely condemn it, are in as good a State 
without it, as those that embrace it? 

. My Lord, here is no Aggravation of your Meaning. If Sin- 
cerity, as such, be the only thing that recommends us to God, 
and every equal Degree of it procures an equal Degree of Favour; 
it is a Demonstration, that Sincerity agaznst Christ is as pleasing 
to God, as Sincerity for him. My Lord, this is a Doctrine which 
n:» Words can enough decry. So I shall leave it, to consider 
what Opinion St. Paul had of this kind of Sincerity. He did 
not think, when he persecuted the Church, though he did it 
wpgnorant/y, and in Unbelief, and out of Zeal towards God, that 
he was as much in the Favour of God, as when he suffered for 
Christ. / am the least, saith he, of the Apostles, not fit to be called 
an Apostle; because I persecuted the Church of Christ. The 
Apostle.does not scruple to charge himself with Guilt, notwith- 
standing his Sincerity. | | 
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A little Knowledge of human Nature will teach us, that our 
Sincerity may be often charged with Guilt; not as if we were 
guilty because we are sincere ; but because it may be our Fault 
that we are hearty and sincere in such or such ill-grounded 
Opinions. It may have been from some ill Conduct of our own, 
some Irregularities, or Abuse of our Faculties, that we conceive 
things as we do, and are fixed in such and such Tenets. And 
can we think so much owing to a Szscerity in Opinions, con- 
tracted by ill Habits and guilty Behaviour? There are several 
faulty Ways, by which People may cloud and prejudice their 
Understandings, and throw themselves into a very odd Way of 
thinking ; for some Cause or other God may send them a strong 
Delusion, that they should believe a Lie. And will your Lordship 
say, that those who are thus sunk into Errors, it may be, through 
their own ill Conduct, or as a Judgment of God upon them, are 
as much in his Favour, as those that love and adhere to the 
Truth? This, my Lord, is a shocking Opinion, and has given 
Numbers of Christians great Offence, as contradicting common 
Sense and plain Scripture; as setting all Religion upon the 
Level, as to the Favour of God. 

The next thing that, according to your Lordship, we ought not 
to be concerned at, ts, the vain Words of Regular and Uninter- 
rupted Successions, as Niceties, Trifles, and Dreams. Thus much 
surely is implied in these Words, that no kind of Ordination or 
Mission of the Clergy is of any Consequence or Moment to us. 
For if the Ordination need not be Regudar, or derived from those 
who had Authority from Christ to Ordain, it is plain, that no 
one particular kind of Ordination can be of any more Value 
than another. For no Ordination whatever can have any worse 
Defects, than as being /rvegudar,and not derived by a Succession 
from Christ. So that if these Circumstances are to be looked on 
as Trifles and Dreams, all the Difference that can be supposed 
betwixt any Ordinations, comes under the same Notion of 
Trifies and Dreams ; and consequently, are either Good alike, or 
Trifling alike. So that Quakers, Independents, Presbyterians, 
according to your Lordship, have as much Reason to think their 
Teachers as useful to them, and as True Ministers of Christ, as 
those of the Episcopal Communion have to think their Teachers. 
For if Regularity of Ordination and Uninterrupted Succession be 
mere Trifles, and nothing; then all the Difference betwixt us 
and other Teachers, must be nothing: for they can differ from 
us in no other respects. So that, my Lord, if Episcopal Ordina- 
tion, derived from Christ, hath been contended for by the Church 
of England, your Lordship hath in this Point deserted her: And 
you not only give up Episcopal Ordination, by ridiculing a 
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Succession ; but likewise by the same Argument exclude any 
Ministers on Earth from having Christ’s Authority. For if there 
be not a Succession of Persons authorised from Christ to send 
others to act in his Name, then both Episcopal and Presbyterian 
Teachers are equally Usurpers, and as mere Laymen as any at 
all. For there can’t be any other Difference between the Clergy 
and Laity; but as the one hath Authority derived from 
Christ, to perform Offices which the other hath not. But this 
Authority can be no otherwise had, than by an Uninterrupted 
Succession of Men from Christ, empowered to qualify others, 
For if the Succession be once broke, People must either go into 
the Ministry of their own Accord, or be sent by such as have no 
more Power to send others, than to go themselves. And, my 
Lord, can these be called Ministers of Christ, or received as his 
Ambassadors? Can they be thought to act in his Name, who 
have no Authority from him? If so, your Lordship’s Servant 
might Ordain and Baptize to as much purpose as your Lordship: 
For it could only be objected to such Actions, that they had no 
Authority from Christ. And if there be no Succession of 
Ordainers from him, everyone is equally qualified to Ordain. 
My Lord, I should think it might be granted me, that the 
Administering of a Sacrament is an Action we have no Right to 
perform, considered either as Men, Gentlemen, or Scholars, or 
Members of a Civil Society. Who then can have any Authority 
to interpose, but he that has it from Christ? And how that can 
be had from him, without a Succession of Men from him, is not 
easily conceived. Should a private Person choose a Lord 
Chancellor, and declare his Authority good; would there be any 
thing but Absurdity, Impudence and Presumption in it? But 
why he cannot as well commission a Person to act, sign and 
pm in the King’s Name, as in the Name of Christ, is unaccount- 
able. 

My Lord, it is a plain and obvious Truth, that no Man, or 
Number of Men, considered, as such, can any more make a 
Priest, or commission a Person to officiate in Christ’s Name, as 
such, than he can enlarge the Means of Grace, or add a New 
Sacrament for the Conveyance of spiritual Advantages. The 
Ministers of Christ are as much positive Ordinances, as the 
Sacraments; and we might as well think, that Sacraments not 
instituted by him, might be Means of Grace, as those pass for 
his Ministers, who have no Authority from him. 

Once more, all things are either in common in the Church of 
Christ, or they are not. If they are, then everyone may Preach, 
Baptize, Ordain, &c. If a]l things are not thus common, but the 
Administering of the Sacrament, and Ordination, &c., are Offices 
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appropriated to particular Persons ; then I desire to know how, 
in this present Age, or any other since the Apostles, Christians 
can know their respective Duties, or what they may, or may not 
do, with respect to the several Acts of Church-Communion, if 
there be no Uninterrupted Succession of Authorised Persons from 
Christ: For until Authority from Christ appears, to make a 
Difference between them, we are all alike; and anyone may 
officiate as well as another. To make a Jest therefore of the 
Uninterrupted Succession, is to make a Jest of Ordination; to 
destroy the sacred Character, and make all Pretenders to it, as 
good as those that are sent by Christ. 

If there be no Uninterrupted Succession, then there are no 
Authorised Ministers from Christ; if no such Ministers, then no 
Christian Sacraments; if no Christian Sacraments, then no 
Christian Covenant, whereof the Sacraments are the Stated and 
Visible Seals. 

My Lord, this is all your own. Here are no Consequences 
palmed upon you; but the first, plain, and obvious Sense of your 
Lordship’s Words — and yet, after all, your Lordship asks Dr. 
Snape, Why all these Outcries against you* ? Indeed, my Lord, 
you have only taken the main Supports of our Religion away : 
You have neither left us Priests, nor Sacraments, nor Church : 
Or, what is the same thing, you have made them all Trvzfles and 
Dreams. And what has your Lordship given us in the room of 
all these Advantages? Why, only Szzcerity: This is the great 
Universal Atonement for all. This is that, which, according to 
your Lordship, will help us to the Communion of Saints here- 
oe though we are in Communion with anybody, or nobody 

ere. 

The next Things we are not to be afraid of, are, The vain 
Words of Nullity and Validity of God’s Ordinances, t.e., whether 
they are administered by a Clergyman or a Layman. This 
indeed I have shown was included in what you said about the 
Trifle of Uninterrupted Succession. But, for fear we should have 
overlooked it there, you have given it us in express Words in 
the next Line. 

Your Lordship tells Dr. Suape, That you know no Confusion, 
Glorious or Inglorious, that you have endeavoured to introduce into 
the Church.t- 

My Lord, If I may presume to repeat your own Words, Lay 
your Fland on your Heart, and ask yourself, Whether the en- 
couraging all manner of Divisions, be not endeavouring to 
introduce Confusion? If there were in Anugland Five thousand 
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different Sects, has not your Lordship persuaded them to be 
content with themselves; not to value what they are told by 
other Communions ; That if they are but sincere, they need not 
have regard to anything else? Is not this to introduce Con- 
fusion? What is Confusion, but Difference and Division? And 
does not your Lordship plainly declare to the World, that there 
is no need of uniting? That there is no particular Way or 
“Method, that can recommend us more to the Favour of God, 
than another? Has your Lordship so much as given the least 
Hint, that it is better to be in the Communion of the Church of 
England, than not? Have you not exposed her Sacraments and 
Clergy ; and, as much as lay in you, broke down every thing in 
her, that distinguishes her from Fanatical Conventicles? What 
is there in her, as a Church, that you have left untouched ? 
What have you left in her, that can any way invite others into 
her Communion? Are her Clergy authorised more than others ? 
For fear that should be thought, you make a Regular Succession 
from Christ, a Trifle. Are her Sacraments more regularly 
administered ? Lest that should recommend her, you slight the 
Nullity or Validity of God's Ordinances. Is there any Authority 
in her Laws, which enjoin Communion with her? Lest this 
should be believed, you tell us, that our being or continuing in 
any particular Method (or particular Communion) cannot recom- 
mend us more to the Favour of God than another. 

I must observe to your Lordship, that these Opinions are very 
oddly put ina Preservative from ill Principles ; or, An Appeal 
to the Consciences and common Sense of the Laity. Are they to 
be persuaded not to join with the Nonjurors, because no 
particular Priests, no particular Sacraments, no particular 
Communion, is anything but a Dream and Trifle; and such 
things as no way recommend us to the Favour of God more 
than others? Are the Nonjurors only thus to be answered ? 
Is the Established Church only thus to be defended? Your 
Lordship indeed has not minced the Matter: But, I hope, the 
Church of Exgland is to be supported upon better Principles, or 
not at all. | 

If I should tell a Person that put a Case of Conscience to me, 
that all Cases of Conscience are Trifles, and signify nothing ; it 
would be plain, that I had given him a direct Answer: But if he 
had either Conscience, or common Sense, he would seek out a 
better Confessor. 

Your Lordship tells Dr. Svafe, that the saith and unsaith, to 
the great Diversion of the Roman Catholics.* But if your Lord- 
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ship would unsay some things you have said, it would be a 
greater Mortification to them, than all that ever you said or writ 
in your Life. 

To deny the Necessity of any particular Communion, to 
expose the Validity of Sacraments, and rally upon the Unin- 
terrupted Succession of Priests, and pull down every Pillar in 
the Church of Chrift, is an Errand on which Rome hath sent 
many Messengers. And the Papists are no more provoked with 
your Lordship for these Discourses, than they were angry at 
William Penn, a reputed Jesuit, for preaching up Quakerism. 
So long as they rejoice in our Divisions, or are glad to see the 
City of God made a mere Baédel, they can no more be angry at 
your Lordship, than at your Advocates. 

Dr. Snape says, you represent the Church of Christ as a 
Kingdom, in which Christ neither acts himself, nor hath invested 
anyone else with Authority to act for him. At this your Lord- 
ship cries, p. 22, Lay your Hand upon your Heart, and ask, Is 
this a Christion, Human, Honest Representation of what your own 
Eyes read in my Sermon ? 

My Lord, I have dealt as sincerely with my Heart as it is 
possible ; and I must confess, I take the Doctor's Representation 
to be Christian and Honest. For though you sometimes contend 
against Absolute and Indispensable Authority ; yet it is plain, 
that you strike at all Authority, and assert, as the Doctor saith, 
that Christ hath not invested anyone on Earth with an Authority 
to act for him. 

Page 11. You expressly say, That as to the Affairs of Con- 
scence and eternal Salvation, Christ hath left no Visible Human 
Authority behind him. 

Now, my Lord, is not this saying, that he has left no Authority 
at all ? For Christ came with no other Authority Himself but as 
to Conscience and Salvation, he erected a Kingdom which 
related to nothing but Conscience and Salvation: And there- 
fore they who have no Authority as to Conscience and Salvation, 
have no Authority at all in his Kingdom. Conscience and Salva- 
tion are the only Affairs of that Kingdom. 

Your Lordship denies, that anyone has Authority in these 
Affairs; and yet you take it ill to be charged with asserting, 
that Christ hath not invested anyone with Authority for him. 
How can anyone act for him, but in his Kingdom? How can 
they act in his Kingdom, if they have nothing to do with Con- 
science and Salvation, when his Kingdom is concerned with 
nothing else ? | | tor 
- Again, Page 16, your Lordship saith, that no one of them 
(Christians) any more than another, hath Authority either to make 
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new Laws for Christ's Subjects, or to tmpose a Sense upon the old 
ones; or to Judge, Censure, or Punish the Servants of another 
Master, in Matters purely relating to Consctence. 

I can meet with no Divine, my Lord, either Juror or Non- 
Juror, High or Low, Churchman or Dissenter, that does not 
think your Lordship has plainly asserted in these Passages, 
what the Doctor has laid to your Charge, that no one ts invested 
with Authority from Christ to act for him. 

Your Lordship thinks this is sufficiently answered, by saying, 
you contend against an Absolute Authority. You do indeed 
sometimes join Absolute with that Authority you disclaim. But, 
my Lord, it is still true, that you have taken all Authority from 
the Church: For the Reasons you everywhere give against this 
Authority, conclude as strongly against any Degrees of Autho- 
rity, as that which is truly Absolute. 

First, You disown the Authority of any Christians over other 
Christians, because they are the Servants of another Master, 
p. 16. Now this concludes as strongly against eazy Authority, 
as that which is Adsolute: For no one can have the least 
Authority over those that are entirely under another’s Jurisdic- 
tion. A small Authority over another’s Servant, is as incon- 
sistent as the greatest. 

Secondly, You reject this Authority, because of the Objects it 
is exercised upon, ze. Matters purely relating to Conscience and 
Salvation. Here this Authority is rejected, because it relates to 
Conscience and Salvation ; which does as well exclude every 
Degree of Authority, as that which is Absolute. For if 
Authority and Conscience cannot suit together, Conscience 
rejects Authority, as such; and not because there is this or that 
Degree of it. So that this Argument banishes all Authority. 

Thirdly, Your Lordship denies any Church Authority, because 
Christ doth not zzterpose to convey Infallibility, to assert the true 
Interpretation of Fis own Laws.* Now, this Reason concludes 
as full against a// Authority, as that which is Absolute. For if 
Infallibility is necessary to found an Obedience upon in Christ’s 
Kingdom, it is plain, that nobody in Christ’s Kingdom hath any 
Right to any Obedience from others, nor consequently any 
Authority to command it ; no Members, or Number of Members 
of it, being infallible. 

Fourthly, Another Reason your Lordship gives against Church- 
Authority, is this; That ct ts the taking Christ’s Kingdom out of 
his Hands, and placing it in their own, p. 14. Now this Reason 
proves as much against Authority in general, or any Degrees of 
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it, as that which is Adso/ute. For if the Authority of others 
is inconsistent with Christ’s being King of his own Kingdom, 
then every Degree of Authority, so far as it extends, is an Inva- 
sion of so much of Christ’s Authority, and usurping upon his 
Right. 

The Reason likewise which your Lordship gives to prove the 
Apostles not Usurpers of Christ’s Authority, plainly condemns 
every Degree of Authority which any Church can now pretend 
to. They were no Usurpers, because he then interposed to convey 
Infallibility ; and was in all that they ordained: So that the 
Authority was his in the strictest Sense.* So that where he does 
not interpose to convey Infallibility, there every Degree of 
Authority is a Degree of Usurpation; and consequently, the 
present Church having no Infallibility, has no Right to exercise 
the least Degree of Authority, without robbing Christ of his 
Prerogative. 

Thus it plainly appears, that every Reason you have offered 
against Church-Authority, concludes with as much Strength 
against a// Authority, as that which is Adsolute. And therefore 
Dr. Snape has done you no Injury in charging you with the 
Denial of A“ Authority. 

There happens, my Lord, to be ozly this Difference between 
your Sermon and the Defence of it, that That is so many Pages 
against Church-Authority, as such, and This is a Confutation of 
the Pope's Infallibility. It is very strange, that so cleara Writer, 
who has been so long inquiring into the Nature of Government, 
should not be able to make himself be understood upon it: 
That your Lordship should be only preaching againt the Pope; 
and yet All the Lower House of Convocation should unanimously 
conceive, that your Doctrine therein delivered, tended to subvert 
all Government and Discipline in the Church of Christ. 

And, my Lord, it will appear from what follows, that your 
Lordship is even of the same Opinion yourself; and that you 
imagined, you had banished a// Authority, as such, out of the 
Church, by those Arguments you had offered against an Absolute 
Authority, This is plain from the following Passage, where you 
ridicule ¢hat which Dr. Snape took to be an Authority, though 
not Absolute. When Dr. Szape said, That no Church-Authority 
was to be obeyed in anything contrary to the Revealed Will of 
God, your Lordship triumphs thus: Glorious Absolute Authority 
indeed, in your own Account, to which Christ's Subjects owe no 
Obedience, till they have examined into his own Declarations ; and 
then they obey not this Authority, but him.t 


Weereetth matey 
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Here you make nothing of that Authority which i is not Adbso- 
lute ; and yet you think it hard to be told, that you have taken 
away all Church-Authority, That which is Absolute, you 
expressly deny ; and here you say, that which is not Absolute, 
is nothing at all. Where then is the Authorzty you have left? 
Or how is it that Christ has empowered anyone to act in his 
Name? 

Your Lordship fights safe under the Protection of the Word 
Absolute; but your Aim is at all Church-Power. And your 
Lordship makes too hasty an Inference, that because it is not 
Absolute, itis none at all. If you ask, Where you have made 
this Inference, it is on occasion of the above-mentioned 
Triumph; where your Lordship makes it an insignificant 
Authority, which is only to be obeyed so long as it is not 
contrary to Scripture. 

Your Lordship seems to think all is lost, as to Church-Power ; 
because the Doctor does not claim an Absolute one, but allows it 
to be subject to Scripture: As if a// Authority was Absolute, or 
else nothing at all. I shall therefore consider the Nature of this 
Church-Power, and show, that though it is not Adsolute, yet it is 
a Real Authority, and is not such a mere Notion as your Lord- 
ship makes it. 

An Absolute Authority, according to your Lordship, is what is 
to be always obeyed by every Individual that is subject to it, in 
all Circumstances. This is an Authority that we utterly deny to 
the Church. But, I presume, there may be an Authority inferior 
to this, which is nevertheless a Real Authority, and is to be 
esteemed as such, and that for these Reasons: 

Furst, 1 hope it will be allowed me, that our Saviour came 
into the World with Authority. But it was not lawful for the 
Jews to receive him, if they thought his Appearance not agree- 
able to those Marks and Characters they had of him in their 
Scriptures. May not I here say, My Lord, Glorious Authority of 
Christ indeed, to which the Jews owed no Obedience, till they had 
examined their Scriptures; and then they obey, not Him, but 
Them ! 

Again; The Apostles were sent into the World with Autho- 
rity: But yet, those who thought their Doctrines unworthy of 
God, and unsuitable to the Principles of Natural Religion, were 
obliged not to obey them. Glorious Authority indeed of the 
Apostles, to whom Mankind owed no Obedience, till they had first 
examined their own Notions of God and Religion ; and then they 
obeyed, not the Apostles, but Them. 

I hope, my Lord, it may be allowed, that the Sacraments are 
Real Means of Grace: But it is certain they are only conditionally 
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so, if those that partake of them are endowed with suitable Dis- 
positions of Piety and Virtue. Glorious Means of Grace of the 
Sacraments, which zs only obtained by such pious Disposttions ; and 
then it is owing to the Dispositions, and not the Sacraments. 
Now, my Lord, if there can be such a thing as instituted Rea/ 
Means of Grace, which are only conditionally applied, 1 cannot 
see, why there may not be an instituted Keal Authority in the 
Church, which is only to be condztionally obeyed. 

Your Lordship has written a great many Elaborate Pages to 
prove the Exglish Government Limited ; and that no Obedience 
is due to it, but whilst it preserves our Fundamentals; and, I 
suppose, the People are to judge for themselves, whether these are 
safe, or not. Glorious Authority of the English Government, 
which ts to be obeyed no longer than the People think tt their Interest 
to obey wt ! : 

Will your Lordship say, There is xo Authority in the English 
Government, because only a conditional Obedience is due to it, 
whilst we think it supports our Fundamentals? Why then 
must the Church-Authority be reckoned nothing at all, because 
only a Rational Condittonal Obedience is to be paid, whilst we 
think it mot contrary to Scripture? Is a Limited, Con- 
ditional Government in the State, such a Wise, Excellent, and 
Glorious Constitution? And is the same Authority in the 
Church, such Absurdity, Nonsense, and nothing at all, as to any 
actual Power? 

If there be such a thing as Obedience upon Rational Motives, 
there must be such a thing as Authority that is not absolute, or 
that does not require a blind, /mplicit Obedience. Indeed, 
Rational Creatures can obey no other Authority; they must 
have Reasons for what they do. And yet because the Church 
claims only this Aatzonal Obedience, your Lordship explodes 
such Authority as none at all. 

Yet it must be granted, that zo other Obedience was due to 
the Prophets, or our Saviour and his Apostles: They were only 
to be obeyed by those who Thought their Doctrines worthy of 
God. So that if the Church has zo Authority, because we must 
first consult the Scriptures before we obey it; neither our 
Saviour, nor his Apostles, had anxy Authority, because the Jews 
were first to consult their Scriptures, and the Heathens their 
Reason, before they obeyed them. And yet this is all that is 
said against Church-Authority ; That because they are to judge 
of the Law/fulness of its Injunctions, therefore they owe it no 
Obedience : Which false Conclusion I hope is enough exposed. 

If we think it unlawful to do anything that the Church 
requires of us, we must not obey its Authority. So, if we think 
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it unlawful to submit to any Temporal Government, we are not 
to comply. But, I hope, it will not follow, that the Government 
has zo Authority, because some think it unlawful to comply with 
it. If we are so unhappy as to judge wrong in any Matter of 
Duty, we must nevertheless act according to our Judgments ; 
and the Guilt of Disobedience either in Church or State, is more 
or less, according as our Error is more or less voluntary, and 
occasioned by our own Mismanagement. 

I believe I have shown, First, That all your Lordship’s 
Arguments against Church-Authority, conclude with the same 
Force against a// Degrees of Authority: Secondly, That though 
Church-Authority be not Absolute in a certain Sense, yet if our 
Saviour and his Apostles had any Authority, the Church may 
have a Real Authority: For neither he, nor his Apostles, had 
such an Absolute Authority, as excludes all Consideration and 
Examination: Which is your Notion of Absolute Authority. 

Before I leave this Head, I must observe, that in this very 
Answer to Dr. Szape, where you would be thought to have 
exposed zhzs Absolute Authority alone, you exclude a// Authority 
along with it. You ask the Doctor,* Js thts the whole you can 
make of tt, after all your boasted Zeal for Mere Authority? You 
then say, Why may not I be allowed to say, No Man on Earth 
hath an Absolute Authority, as well as you? My Lord, there 
can be no understanding of this, unless Mere Authority and 
Absolute Authority be taken for the same thing by your 
Lordship. 

But, my Lord, is not the smallest Particle of Matter, Mere 
Matter? And is it therefore the same as the Whole Mass of 
Matter? Is an Inch of Space, because it is Mere Space, the 
same as /ufintte Space? How comes it, then, that Were 
Authority is the same as Adsolute Authority ? My Lord, Mere 
Authority implies oz/y Authority, as a Were Man implies only a 
Man: But your Lordship makes no Difference between ¢zs, and 
Absolute Authority ; and therefore hath left zo Authority in the 
Church, unless there be Authority, that is not Mere Authority, 
i.e. Matter that is not Were Matter; or Space that is not JJere 
Space. 

When the Church enjoins Matters of Indifference, is she 
obeyed for any Reason, but for her Mere Authority? But your 
Lordship allows no Obedience to Mere Authority; and therefore 
no Obedience even in Indifferent Matters. 

Thus do these Arguments of yours lay all waste in the 
Church: And I must not omit oze, my Lord, which falls as 
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heavy upon the S¢ate, and makes all Civil Government unlawful. 
Your words are these: As the Church of Christ is the Kingdom 
of Christ, He himself is King ; and in this tt is implied, that He 
ts the sole Law-giver to his Subjects, and Himself the sole Judge 
of their Behaviour in the Affairs of Conscience and Salvation. If 
there be any Truzh or Force in this Argument, it concludes with 
the same Truth and Force against all Authority in the Kzngdoms 
of this World. In Scripture we are told, the Most High ruleth in 
the Kingdom of Men (Dan. iv. 17), that the Lord ts our Law- 
giver, the Lord ts our King (Isa. xxxiii. 22). Now, if because 
Christ is King of the Church, it must be in thzs tmplted, that he 
is sole Law-giver to his Sudyects, it is plain to a Demonstration, 
that because God is King and Law-giver to the whole Earth, 
that therefore He is sole Law-giver to his Subjects ; and conse- 

uently, that a/7 Civil Authority, all Human Laws, are mere 
ja and Usurpations upon God’s Authority, as Kzug of the 
whole Earth. ; 

Is nobody to have any Jurisdiction in Chrztst’s Kingdom, 
because He is King of it? How then comes anyone to have any 
Authority in the Kingdoms of this World, when God has 
declared himself the Law-gzver, and King of the whole World ? 
Will your Lordship say, that Christ hath left us the Scrzptures, 
as the Statute-Laws of his Kzxgdom, to prevent the Necessity 
of After-Laws? It may be answered, That God has given us 
Reason for our constant Guide; which, if it were as duly 
attended to, would as certainly answer the Ends of Civil Life, 
as the Observance of the Scriptures would make us good 
Christians. 

But, my Lord, as human Nature, if left to itself, would neither 
answer the Ezds of a Spirztual or Czvil Society; so a constant 
Visible Government in both, is egually necessary: And, I 
believe, it appears to all unprejudiced Eyes, that in this 
Argument at feast, your Lordship has declared both egually 
Unlawful. 

Your Lordship saith,* The Exclusion of the Papists from the 
Throne, was not upon the Account of their Religion. Three 
Lines after you say, J have contended indeed elsewhere, that it was 
their unhappy Religion which alone made them uncapable in them- 
selves, of governing this Protestant Nation by the Laws of the 
Land. My Lord, I can’t reconcile these two Passages. Popery 
alone, you say, was their Incapacity. From which it may be 
inferred, they had no other Incapacity, Yet your Lordship saith, 
They were not excluded upon the Account of their Religion. A 
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little after you say, The Ground of thetr Exclusion was not their 
Religion, considered as such; but the Fatal, Natural, Certain Effects 
of it upon themselves to our Destruction. 

As for Instance, your Lordship may mean thus: If a Man of 
a great Estate dies, he loses his Rzght to his Estate ; not upon 
the Account of Death, considered as such ,; but for the Cevtazn, 
Fatal, Natural Effect of it upon himself. Or, suppose a Person 
be excluded for being an Jd@zo?¢ ; it is not for his Idiocy, considered 
as such, but for the Certain, Fatal, Natural Effect of 1¢ wpon 
himself to our Destruction. 

My Lord, this is prodigious deep: I wish it be clear; or, 
that it be not too refined a Notion for common Use on this 
Subject. Likewise Ido not conceive, my Lord, what you can call 
the Fatal, Natural, Certain Effects of any one’s Religion. I am 
sure, among Protestants there are no Natural, Certain Effects of 
their Religion upon them; that their Practices don’t Fatally 
follow their Principles : Neither is there any demonstrative Cer- 
tainty, that a Bzshkop cannot be against Epzscopacy. 

If the Papists are so unalterably sincere in their Religion, that 
we can prove their cevtazn Observation of it, it’s pity but they 
had our Principles, and we had their Practice. I have not that 
good Opinion of the Papists, which your Lordship hath: I 
believe several of them sit as loose to their Religion, as other 
Folks. 

Does you Lordship think, that all Papests are alike? That 
natural Temper, Ambition and Education, don’t make as much 
Difference amongst them, as the same things do amongst us? 
Are all Protestants loose and libertine alike? Why should all 
Papists be the same Zealots? If not, my Lord, then these 
Effects you call Fatal, Natural, and Certain, may be not to be 
depended upon. | 

Your Lordship knows, that it was generally believed, that 
King Charles the Second was a Papfist: But I never heard of 
any Fatal, Natural, and Certain Effects of his Religion upon him. 
All that one hears of it is, that he lived like a Protestant, and 
died like a Pafzst. 1 suppose your Lordship will allow, that 
several who were lately Papzsts, are now true Protestants. I 
desire therefore to know, what is become of the Fatal, Certain, 
and Natural Effects of their Religion ? 

My Lord, I beg of you to lay your Hand again upon your 
Heart, and ask, Whether this be strict Reasoning ? Whether it 
is possible in the very Nature of the thing, ¢hat such Fatal, 
Natural, and Certain Effects should follow such a Giddy, Whim- 
sical, Uncertain Thing, as Human and Free Choice? My Lord, 
is it neither possible for Papists to change or conceal their Reli- 


the Bishop of Bangor. — 19 


gion for Interest, or leave it through a conscientious Conviction? 
If the former is impossible, then, according to your Lordship, it 
is the safest Relzgion in the World; because they are all sure of 
being szzcere, and consequently, the First Favourites of God. If 
the latter is impossible, then a great many fine Sermons and 
Discourses have been written to as wise Purposes, as if they had 
been directed to the Wind. 

I come now to your Lordship’s Definition of Prayer, a Calm 
and Undtsturbed Address to God. It seems very strange, that so 
great a Master of Words as your Lordship, should pick out Two 
so very exceptionable, that all your Lordship’s Skill could not 
defend them, but by leaving their first and obvious Sense. Who 
would not take Ca/m and Undisturbed to be very like Quzet and 
Unmoved ? Yet your Lordship dislikes those Expressions. But 
if these do not give us a true /dea of Prayer, you have made a 
very narrow Escape, and have given us a Definition of Prayer as 
near to a wrong one as possible. | 

Prayer chiefly consisteth of Confession and Petition. Now, to be 
Calm, and free from all worldly Passions, is a necessary Temper 
to the right Discharge of such Duties: But why our Con/fesszon 
must be so Ca/m, and free from all Perturbation of Spirit ; why 
our Petitions may not have all that Fervour and Warmth, with 
which either Nature or Grace can supply them, is very sur- 
prising. 

My Lord, we are advised to be Dead to the World; and 1 
humbly suppose, no more is zlzed in it, than to keep our Affec- 
tions from being too much engaged in it; and that a Calm, Un- 
disturbed, i.e. Dispassionate Use of the World is very consistent 
with our being dead to it. If so, then this Calm, Undisturbed 
Address to Heaven, is a kind of Prayer that is very consistent 
with our being dead to Heaven. 

_We are forbid to dove the World ; and yet no greater Aédstrac- 
tion from it is required, than to use it Calm and Undisturbed. 
We are commanded to set our Affections on Things above ; and 
yet, according to your Lordship, the same Calm, Undisturbed 
Temper is enough. According to this therefore we are to be 
affected, or rather unaffected alike, with this and the next World ; 
Since we are to be Calm and Undisturbed with respect to both. 

_ The Reason your Lordship offers for this Definztion of Prayer, 
is this; because you* look upon Calmness and Undisturbedness to 
be the Ornament and Defence of Auman Understanding in all its 
Actions. My Lord, this plainly supposes, there is no such thing 
as the Right Use of our Passions : For if we could ever use them 
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to any Advantage, then it could not be the Ornament of our 
Nature to be dzspassionate alzke in all its Actions. It is as much 
the Ornament and Defence of our Nature, to be differently 
affected with Things according to their vespectzve Differences, as it 
is to understand or conceive aifferent Things according to their 
real Difference. It would be no Ornament or Credit to us, to 
conceive no Difference betwixt a Mountain and a Mole-Hill: 
And our Rational Nature is as much disgraced, when we are no 
more affected with great Things than with smal/. It is the 
Essential Ornament of our Nature, to be as sensibly affected ina 
different Manner with the different Degrees of Goodness of 
Things, as it is to perceive exactly the different atures or Rela- 
tions of Things. Passzou is no more a Crime, as such, than the 
Understanding is,as such. It is nothing but mistaking the Value 
of Objects, that makes it criminal. An /ujfinzte Good cannot be 
too passionately desired, nor a Real Evil too vehemently abhorred. 
Mere Philosophy, my Lord, would teach us, that the Dignity of 
Fluman Nature is best declared by a Pungent Uneasztness for the 
Misery of Sin, and a passionate warm Application to Heaven for 
Assistance. 

Let us now consult the Scripture. St. Paul describes a godly 
Sorrow something different from your Lordship’s Calm and Un- 
aisturbed Temper, in these Words: When ye sorrowed after a 
godly sort, what Carefulness it wrought in you! Yea, what 
Indignation, yea, what Fear, yea, what Zeal, yea, what Revenge ! 
(2 Cor. vii. 11). My Lord, I suppose ¢hese are not so many 
Words for Calm and Undisturbed. Yet, as different as they 
are, the Apostle makes them the Qualetzes of a godly Sorrow. 
And all this, at the Expense of that Cadsmness which your Lord- 
ship terms the Ornament of human Nature. Dr. Sxape pleads 
for the Fervency and Avdour of our Devotions, from our 
Saviours praying more earnestly before his Passion. 

Your Lordship replies, that z4zs can give no Directions as to 
our datly Prayers; because it was what our Saviour himself 
knew nothing of, but this once. The Author of the Epistle to 
the Hebrews knew nothing of this way of Reasoning. For, as 
an Argument for dazly Patzence, he bids us look to /esus, who 
endured the Cvoss, because he died for us, leaving us an 
Example. | 

Our Saviour, my Lord, suffered and died but once; yet is it 
made a Reason for our daztly Patience, and proposed as an 
Example for us to imitate. 

If therefore, my Lord, his Passion, so extraordinary in itself, 
and as much above the Power of human Nature to bear, as the 
Intenseness of his Devotions. exceeded our Capacities for Prayer, 
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be yet proposed as an Example to us in the ordinary Calamities 
of Life; how comes it, that Azs Devotion at that time should 
have no manner of Use or Direction in it as to our Devotions, 
especially in our Dzstvess ? How comes it, that his Suffering 
should have so much of Example in it, so much to be imitated ; 
but the Manner of his Devotion then have nothing of Instruction, 
nothing that need be imitated by us? All the Reason that is 
offered, is the Szxgularity and Extraordinariness of it, when the 
same may be said of his Passzon ; yet that is allowed to be an 
Example. 

Your Lordship is pleased, for the Information of your 
Unwary Readers, to reason thus upon the Place: /f this be the 
Example of our Saviour, to assure us of his Wz! about the 
Temper necessary fo Prayer, zt wll follow that our Blessed Lord 
Himself never truly prayed before this time: And yet again, tf he 
prayed more earnestly, tt will follow, that he had prayed before ; 
and consequently, that this Temper in which He now was, was not 
necessary Zo Prayer. 

My Lord, one would think this Elaborate Proof was against 
something asserted. Here you have indeed a thorough Conquest ; 
but it is over nobody. For did anyone ever assert, that such 
Extraordinary Earnestness was necessary to Prayer? Does Dr. 
Snape, or any Divines, allow of no Prayers, except we sweat 
Drops of Blood? Will your Lordship say, that the Wecessety of 
this Temper is implied in the Quotation of this Text, as a 
Direction for Prayer? I answer, just as much as we are all 
obliged to die upon the Cyvoss, because his Sufferings there are 
proposed to us as an Axample. 

The plain Truth of the Matter, my Lord, I take to be this: 
Our Savtour’s Sufferings on the Cross were such as no Mortal 
can undergo; yet they are justly proposed an an Example to us 
to bear with Patience such Sufferings as are within the Compass 
of human Nature. His earnest Devotion before this Passion, 
far exceeded any Fervours which the Devoutest of Mankind can 
attain to: Yet it is justly proposed to us as an Example, to 
excite us to be as fervent as we can; and may be justly alleged 
in our Defence, when our warm and passtonate Addresses to 
God in our Calamities, are condemned as superstitious Folly. 
My Lord, must nothing be an Axample, but what we can 
exactly come up to? How then can the Lzfe of our Saviour, 
which was entirely free from Siz, be an Example tous? How 
could it be said in the Scripture, Be ye holy, for [am holy? Can 
anyone be Holy as God ts ? - 

My Lord, one might properly urge the Practice of the Primitive. 
Christians, who parted with a// they had for the Support of their 
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Indigent Brethren,as an Argument for Charity, without designing 
to oblige People to part with all they have. And 4e that should, 
in answer to such an Argument, tell the World, that Charity is 
only a calm, undisturbed Good Will to all Mankind, would just 
as much set forth the ¢rwe Doctrine of Charity, as he that defines 
Prayer to be a calm and undisturbed Address to Heaven, for no 
other Reason, but because no certain Degrees of Fervour or 
Affection are necessarily required to constitute Devotion. My 
Lord, has CHarity nothing to do with the Distribution of Alms, 
because no certain Allowance is fixed ? Why then must Prayer 
have nothing to do with Heat and Fervency, because no fixed 
Degrees of it are necessary ? 

Therefore, my Lord, as I would define Charity to be a pious 
Distribution of so much of our Goods to the Poor, as is suitable 
to our Circumstances ; so I would define Prayer, an Address to 
Fleaven, enlivened with such Degrees of Fervour and Intenseness, 
as our Natural Temper, zzfluenced with a true Sense of God, could 
beget zn us. 

Your Lordship says, you only desire to strike at the Root of 
superstitious Folly, and establish Prayer in its room ,; and this is 
to be effected by making our Addresses calm and undtsturbed : 
By which we are to understand, a Freedom from Heat and 
Passion, as your Lordship explains it, by an Application to 
yourself. 

If therefore anyone should happen to be so disturbed at his 
Sins, as to offer a broken and contrite Heart to God, instead of 
one calm and undzsturbed ; or, like holy David, his Soul should 
be athirst for God, or pant after him, as the Hart panteth after 
the Water-brooks, this would not be Prayer, but superstitious 
Folly. 

My Lord, Calmness of Temper, as it signifies a Power over our 
Passions, is a happy Circumstance of a Rational Nature, but no 
farther : When the Object is well chosen, there is no Danger in 
the Pursuit. 

The Calmness your Lordship hath described, is fit for a 
Philosopher in his Study, who is solving Mathematical Problems. 
Kut if he should come abroad into the World, thus entirely 
empty of all Passion, he would live to as much Purpose, as if he 
had left his Understanding behind him. 

_ What a fine Subject, my Lord, would such a one make, who, 
when he heard of Plots, Invasions, and Rebellions, would continue 
as calm and undisturbed, as when he was comparing Lines and 
Figures ? Such a calm Subject would scarce be taken for any 
Great Loyalist. 
~ Your. Lordship, in other Places, hath recommended an open 
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and undisguised Zeal,* and told us such things as ought to 
alarm the coldest Heart.+ Sure, my Lord, this is somewhat more 
than Calm and Undisturbed ; And will your Lordship, who hath 
expressed so much Concern for this Ornament and Defence of 
human Understanding, persuade us to part with the least Degree 
of it upon any Account? I am, my Lord, (with all Respect 
that is due to your Lordship’s Station and Character), 


Your most Humble and 


Obedient Servant, 


William Law. 


* Sermon, Nov. 5, p. 5. + Sermon, p. 14. 
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My Lord, 


Just Concern for Truth, and the First Principles 

of the Christian Religion, was the only Motive 

that engaged me in the Examination of your 

Lordship’s Doctrines, in a former Letter to your 

Lordship. And the same Motive, I hope, will 
be thought a sufficient Apology for my presuming to give your 
Lordship the Trouble of a Second Letter. 

Amongst the Vain Contemptible Things, whereof your Lordship 
would create an Abhorrence in the Laity, are, the T7zfles and 
Nuceties of Authoritative Benedictions, Absolutions, Excommuni- 
catzons.* Again, you say, that to expect the Grace of God from 
any Hands, but his own, ts to affront him + And that all 
depends upon God and ourselves; That Human Benedzctions, 
fluman Absolutions, Human Excommunications, have nothing to 
do with the Favour of God.t 

It is evident from these Maxims (for your Lordship asserts 
them as such) that whatever Institutions are observed in any 
Christian Society, upon this Supposition, that thereby Grace is 
conferred through Human Hands, or by the Ministry of the 
Clergy, such Institutions ought to be condemned, and are con- 
a by your Lordship, as ¢riffing, useless, and affronting to 

od. 

There is an Jnstitution, my Lord, in the yet Established 
Church of England, which we call Confirmation: It is founded 
upon the express Words of Scripture, Primitive Observance, and 
the Universal Practice of all succeeding Ages in the Church. 
The Design of this Institution is, that it should be a Means of 
conferring Grace, by the Prayer and Imposition of the Beshkop's 
flands on those who have been already Baptized. But yet. 
against all this Authority, both Divine and Human, and the 
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express Order of our own Church, your Lordship teaches the 
Laity, that all Human Benedictions are useless Neceties ; and that 
to expect God’s Grace from any Hands but his own, ts to affront 
him. 

If so, my Lord, what shall we say in Defencé of the Apostles ? 
We read (Acts 8. 14) that when P&Az/zp the Deacon had baptized 
the Samarttans, the Apostles sent Peter and John to them, who 
having prayed, and /azd their Hands on them, they received the Holy 
Ghost, who before was fallen upon none of them ; only they were 
baptized tn the Name of the Lord Jesus. 

My Lord, several things are here out of Question; Fzrs¢, That 
something else, even in the Apostolical Times, was necessary, 
besides Baptism, in order to qualify Persons to become complete 
Members of the Body, or Partakers of the Grace of Christ. 
They had been baptized, yet did not receive the Holy Ghost, 
till the Apostles’ Hands were laid upon them. Secondly, That 
God’s Graces are not only conferred by means of Human Hands, 
but of some particular Hands, and not others. Thzrdly, That 
this Office was so strictly appropriated to the Apostles, or Chief 
Governors of the Church, that it could not be performed by in- 
spired Men, though empowered to work Miracles, who were of an 
inferior Order ; as Phzl#p the Deacon. Fourthly, That the Power 
of the Apostles for the Performance of this Ordinance, was 
entirely owing to their superior Degree in the Ministry, and not 
to any extraordinary Gifts they were endowed with: For then 
Philip might have performed it; who was not wanting in those 
Gifts, being himself an Evangelist, and Worker of Miracles: 
Which is a Demonstration, that his Incapacity arose from his 
inferior Degree in the Ministry. 

And now, my Lord, are all human Benedicttons Niceties and 
Trifles? Are the Means of God’s Grace in his own Hands 
alone? Is it wicked, and affronting to God, to suppose the con- 
trary? How then comes Peter and John to confer the Holy 
Ghost by the Imposition of their Hands? How comes it, that 
they appropriate this Office to themselves? Is the Dispensation 
of God’s Grace in his own Hands alone? And yet can it be 
dispensed to us by the Ministry of some Persons, and not by that 
of others? 

Were the Apostles so wicked as to distinguish themselves by 
a Pretence to vain Powers, which God had reserved to himself; 
And which your Lordship supposes, from the Title of your Pre- 
servative, that it is inconsistent with common Sense, to imagine 
that God could or would have communicated to Men? 

Had any of your Lordship’s well-instructed Laity lived in the 
Apostles’ Days, with what Indignation must they have rejected 
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this senseless chimerical Clazm of the Apostles? They must 
have said, Why do you, Peter or /ohn, pretend to this Blas- 
phemous Power? Whilst we believe the Gospel, we cannot expect 
the Grace of God from any Hands but his own. You give us the 
Holy Ghost! You confer the Grace of God! Is it not impious 
to think, that he should make our Improvement in Grace depend 
upon your Ministry ; or hang our Salvation on any particular 
Order of Clergymen? We know, that God is Just, and Good, 
and True, azd that all depends upon Him and ourselves, and 
that human Benedictions are Trifles. Therefore whether you 
Peter, or you Philzp, or both, or neither of you lay your Hands 
upon us, we are neither better nor worse; but just in the same 
State of Grace as we were before. 

This Representation has not one Syllable in it, but what is 
founded in your Lordship’s Doctrine, and perfectly agreeable 
to it. | 

The late most Pious and Learned Bishop Beveridge has these 
remarkable Words upon Conjirmation: ‘How any Bishops in 
‘our Age dare neglect so considerable a Part of their Office, I 
‘know not; but fear they will have no good Account to give of 
‘it, when they come to stand before God's Tribunal.* 

But we may justly, and therefore I hope, with Decency, ask 
your Lordship, how you dare perform this Part of your Office? 
For you have condemned it as Trifing and Wicked; as Trijiing, 
because it is an human Benediction ; as Wicked, because it sup- 
poses Grace conferred by the Hands of the Bishop. If therefore 
any baptized Persons should come to your Lordship for Con- 
firmation, if you are szwcere in what you have delivered, your 
Lordship ought, I humbly conceive, to make them this Declara- 
tion : 

‘My Friends, for the sake of Decency and Order, I have taken 
‘upon me the Episcopal Character; and, according to Custom, 
‘which has long prevailed against common Sense, am now to 
‘lay my Hands upon you: But I beseech you, as you have any 
‘Regard to the Truth of the Gospel, or to the Honour of God, 
‘not to imagine there is anything in this Action, more than an 
‘useless empty Ceremony: For if you expect to have any 
‘Spiritual Advantage from human Benedictions, or to receive 
‘Grace from the Imposition of a Bishop’s Hands, you affront 
‘God, and in effect, renounce Christianity.’ | 

Pray, my Lord, consider that Passage in the Scripture, where 
the Apostle speaks of Leaving the Principles of the Doctrine of 
Christ, and going on unto Perfection ; not laying again the Foun- 





* First Volume of Sermons. 





30 Three Letters to 


dation of Repentance from dead Works, of Fatth towards God, 
of the Doctrine of Baptisms, and of Laying on of Hands, and 
of the Resurrection of the Dead, and of eternal Judgment 
(Heb. vi. 1, 2). 

My Lord, here it is undeniably plain, that this Laying on of 
Hands (which is with us called Confirmation) is so fundamental 
a Part of Christ’s Religion, that it is called one of the first 
Principles of the Doctrine of Christ; and is placed amongst 
such primary Truths, as the Resurrection of the Dead, and of 
Eternal Judgment. | 

St. Cyprian speaking of this Apostolical Imposition of Hands, 
says, The same is now practised with us, they who have been 
baptized in the Church, are brought to the Presidents of the Church, 
that by our Prayer and Imposition of Hands, they may receive the 
Holy Ghost, and be consummated with the Lords Seal. 

And must we yet believe, that all Auman Benedictions are 
Dreams, and the Imposition of human Hands trifling and use- 
less ; and that to expect God’s Graces from them, is to affront 
him ; though the Scriptures expressly teach us, that God confers 
his Grace by means of certain partzcular human Hands, and not 
of others; though they tell us, this human Benediction, this 
Laying on of Hands, is one of the first Principles of the Religion 
of Christ, and as much a Foundation-Doctrine, as the Resurrec- 
tion of the Dead, and Eternal Judgment; and though every 
Age since that of the Apostles, has strictly observed it as such, 
and the Authority of our own Church still requires the Ob- 
servance of it ? 

I come now, my Lord, to another sacred and Divine Institu- 
tion of Christ’s Church, which stands exposed and condemned 
by your Lordship’s Doctrine ; and that is, the Ordination of the 
Christian Clergy ; where, by means of a human Benediction, 
and the Imposition of the Bishop’s Hands, the Holy Ghost is 
supposed to be conferred on Persons towards consecrating them 
for the Work of the Ministry. 

We find it constantly taught by the Scriptures, that all 
Ecclesiastical Authority, and the Graces whereby the Clergy are 
qualified and enabled to exercise their Functions to the Benefit 
of the Church, are the Gifts and Graces of the Holy Spirit. 
Thus the Apostle exhorts the Elders ¢o take heed unto the Flock, 
over which the Holy Ghost had made them Overseers (Eph. iv. 7). 
But how, my Lord, had the Holy Ghost made them Overseers, 
but by the laying on of the Apostles’ Hands? They were not 
immediately called by the Holy Ghost; but being consecrated 
by such human Hands as had been authorised to that Purpose, 
they were as truly called by him, and sanctified with Grace for 
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that Employment, as if they had received an immediate or 
miraculous Commission. So again, St. Paul puts Timothy in 
mind fo stir up the Gift of God that was in him, by laying on of 
his Hands (2 Tim. ii. 6). 

And now, my Lord, if Auman Benedictzons be such idle Dreams 
and Trifles; if it be affronting to God, to expect his Graces from 
them, or through human Hands ; do we not plainly want new 
Scriptures? Must we not give up the Apostles as furious High- 
Church Prelates, who aspired to presumptuous Claims, and 
talked of conferring the Graces of God by their own Hands? 
Was not this Doctrine as strange and unaccountable then, as at 
present? Was it not as inconsistent with the Attributes and 
Sovereignty of God at that Time, to have his Graces pass 
through other Hands than his own, as in any succeeding Age? 
Nay, my Lord, where shall we find any Fathers or Councils, in 
the primitive Church, but who owned and asserted these Powers? 
They that were so ready to part with their Lives, rather than do 
the least Dishonour to God, or the Christian Name, yet were all 
guilty of thzs horrid Blasphemy, in imagining that they were to 
bless in God’s Name; and that by the Benediction and laying on 
of the Bishop’s Hands, the Graces of the Holy Ghost could be 
conferred on any Persons. 

Agreeable to the Sense of Scripture and Antiquity, our 
Church uses this Form of Ordination: The Béshop laying his 
Hands on the Person’s Head, saith, Rececve the Holy Ghost, for the 
Office and Work of a Priest in the Church of God, committed unto 
thee, by the Imposition of our Hands. From this Form, it is 
plain, #zvst, That our Church holds, that the Reception of the 
Holy Ghost is necessary to constitute a Person a Christian 
Priest. Secondly, That the Holy Ghost is conferred through 
human Hands. Thirdly, That it is by the Hands of a Bishop 
that the Holy Ghost is conferred. 

If, therefore, your Lordship is right in your Doctrine, the 
Church of England is evidently most corrupt: For if it be 
dishonourable and affronting to God, to expect his Grace from 
any human Hands, it must of Necessity be dishonourable and 
affronting to him, for a Bishop to pretend to confer it by his 
Hands. And can that Church be any ways defended, that has 
established such an Iniquity by Law, and made the Form of it 
so necessary? How can your Lordship answer it to your Laity, 
‘for taking the Character or Power of a Bishop from such a Form 
of Words? You tell them it is affronting to God, to expect his 
Grace from human Hands; yet, to qualify yourself for a 
Bishopric, you let human Hands be laid on you, after a Manner 
which directly supposes you thereby receive the Holy Ghost! Is 
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it wicked in them to expect it from human Hands? And is it 
less so in your Lordship, to pretend to receive it from human 
Hands? He that believes it is affronting to God, to expect his 
Grace from human Hands, must likewise believe, that our Form 
of Ordination, which promises the Holy Ghost by the Béshop’s 
Hands, must be also affronting to God. Certainly he cannot be 
said to be very jealous of the Honour of God, who will submit 
himself to be made a Bishop by a Form of Words derogatory, 
upon his own Principles, to God’s Honour. 

Suppose your Lordship were to have been consecrated to the 
Office of a Bishop by these Words; Take thou Power to sustain 
all Things in Being, given thee by my Hands. I suppose your 
Lordship would think it entirely unlawful to submit to the 
Form of such an Ordination. But, my Lord, Recezve thou the 
Holy Ghost, &c., is as impious a Form, according to your Lord- 
ship’s Doctrine, and equally injurious to the eternal Power and 
Godhead, as the other. For if the Grace of God can only be 
had from zs own Hands, would it not be as innocent in the 
Bishop to say, Recezve thou Power to sustain all Things in Being, 
as to say, Kecezve the Holy Ghost, by the Imposition of my Hands? 
And would not a Compliance with either Form be equally 
unlawful? According to your Doctrine, in each of them God’s 
Prerogative is equally invaded, and therefore the Guilt must be 
the same. 

It may also well be wondered, how your Lordship can accept 
of a Character, which is, or ought to be, chiefly distinguished by 
the Exercise of that Power which you disclaim, as in the Offices 
of Confirmation and Ordination. For, my Lord, where can be 
the Sincerity of saying, Recezve the Holy Ghost by the Imposition 
of our Hands, when you declare it affronting to God, to expect 
it from any Hands but his own? Suppose your Lordship had 
been preaching to the Laity against owning any Authority in 
the Virgin Mary, and yet should acquiesce in the Conditions of 
being made a Bishop in her Name, and by recognising her 
Power ; could such a Submission be consistent with Sincerity ? 
Here you forbid the Laity to expect God’s Grace from any 
Hands but his; yet not only accept of an Office, upon Sup- 
position of the contrary Doctrine; but oblige yourself ac- 
cording to the Sense of the Church wherein you are ordained 
a Bishop, to act frequently in direct Opposition to your own 
Principles. | 

So that, I think, it is undeniably plain, that you have at once, 
my Lord, by these Doctrines condemned the Scriptures, the 
Apostles, their martyred Successors, the Church of England, and 
your own Conduct; and have thereby given us some Reason 
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(though I wish there were no Occasion to mention it) to suspect, 
whether you, who allow of no other Church, but what is founded 
in Sincerity, are yourself really a Member of any Church. 

I shall now proceed to say something upon the Consecration 
of the Lord’s Supper, which is as much exposed as a Triffe, by 
your Lordship’s Doctrine, as the other Institutions. St. Paul 
says, The Cup of Blessing which we bless, ts it not the Communion 
of the Blood of Christ? My Lord, is not this Cup still to be 
blessed ? Must there not therefore be such a Thing as a human 
Benedictzon 2 And are human Benedictions to be all despised, 
though by them the Bread and Wine become Means of Grace, 
and are made the spiritual Nourishment of our Souls? Can 
anyone bless this Cup? If not, then there is a Difference 
between human Benedictions: Some are authorised by God, and 
their Blessing is effectual; whilst others only are vain and pre- 
sumptuous. If the Prayer over the Elements, and the 
Consecration, be only a Trifle and a Dream, and it be offensive 
to God to expect they are converted into Means of Grace by a 
human Benediction; why then did St. Paul pretend to bless 
them ? Why did he make it the Privilege of the Church? Or, 
why do we keep up the same Solemnity? But if it be to be 
blessed only by God’s Ministers, then how can your Lordship 
answer it to God, for ridiculing and abusing human Benedictions, 
and telling the World that a particular Order of the Clergy are 
not of any Necessity, nor can be of any Advantage to them? 
For if the Sacrament can only be blessed by God’s Ministers, 
then such Ministers are as necessary as the Sacraments them- 
selves, 

St. Paul says, the Cup must be blessed; If you say, anyone 
may bless it, then, though you contemn the Benedictions of the 
Clergy, you allow of them by everybody else: If every Body 
cannot bless it, then you must confess; that the Benedictions of 
some Persons are effectual, where others are not. 

My Lord, the great Sin against the Holy Ghost, was the 
Denial of his Operation in the Ministry of our Saviour. And 
how near does your Lordship come to it, in denying the Opera- 
tion of that same Spirit, in the Ministers whom Christ hath 
sent ? They are employed in the same Work that he was. He 
left his Authority with them, and promised that the Holy Spirit 
should remain with them to the End of the World; that what- 
soever they should bind on Earth, should be bound in Heaven ; 
and whatsoever they should loose on Earth, should be loosed in 
Heaven; and that whosoever despises them, despises him, and 
him that sent him. And yet your Lordship tells us, we need 
not to trouble our Heads about any particular Sort of Clergy, 
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that all is to be transacted betwixt God and ourselves; that 
human Benedictions are insignificant Trifles, 

But pray what Proof has your Lordship for all this? Have 
you any Scripture for it? Has God anywhere declared that no 
Men on Earth have any Authority to bless in his Name? Has 
he anywhere said, that it is a wicked, presumptuous Thing, for 
anyone to pretend to it? Has he anywhere told us that it is 
inconsistent with his Honour to bestow his Graces by human 
Flands ? Has he anywhere told us that he has no Ministers, no 
Ambassadors on Earth; but that all his Gifts and Graces are to 
be received immediately from his own Hands? Have you any 
Antiquity, Fathers, or Councils, on your Side? No; the whole 
Tenor of Scripture, the whole Current of Tradition is against 
you: Your novel Doctrine has only this to recommend it to the 
Libertines of the Age, who universally give into it, that it never 
was the Opinion of any Church, or Churchman. It is your 
Lordship’s proper Assertion, That we offend God in expecting hts 
Graces from any Hands but his own. 

Now it is strange, that God should be offended with his own 
Methods, or that your Lordship should find us out a Way of 
pleasing him, more suitable to his Nature and Attributes, than 
what he has taught us in the Scriptures. I call them his own 
Methods ; for what else is the whole /ewzsi Dispensation, but a 
Method of God’s Providence, where his Blessings and Judgments 
were dispensed by human Hands? What is the Christian Reli- 
gion but a Method of Salvation, where the chief Means of Grace 
are offered and dispensed by human Hands? Let me here 
recommend to your Lordship, the excellent Words of a very 
learned and judicious Prelate on this Occasion. 

‘This will have no Weight with any reasonable Man, against 
‘the Censures of the Church, or any other Ordinance of the 
‘Gospel, that they make the Intervention of other Men necessary 
‘to our Salvation; since it has always been God’s ordinary 
‘Method, to dispense his Blessings and Judgments by the Hands 
‘of Men.’* 

Your Lordship exclaims against your Adversaries as such 
romantic strange sort of Men, for talking of Benedictions and 
Absolutions, and of the Necessity of receiving God’s Ordinances 
from proper Hands: Yet, my Lord, here is an excellent Bishop, 
against whose Learning, Judgment, and Protestantism, there can 
be no Objection ; who says, if a Person has but the Use of his 
Reason, he will have nothing to object to any Ordinances of the 
Gospel, which make the Intervention of other Men necessary 
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towards the Conveyance of them, since that has always been 
God's ordinary Method. The Bishop does not say, it is necessary 
a Man should be a great Divine to acknowledge it ; so he be but 
a reasonable Man, he will allow it. Yet your Lordship is so far 
from being this reasonable Man, that you think your Adversaries 
void both of Reason and common Sense, for teaching it. You 
expressly exclude aM Persons from having any Thing to do 
with our Salvation, and say, it wholly depends upon God and 
ourselves. 

You tell us, that authoritative Benediction is another of the 
Terms of Art used by your Protestant Adversaries ; in which they 
claim a Right, tn one regular Succession, of blessing the People.* 
An ingenious Author, my Lord, (in the Opinion of many, if not 
of most of your Friends) calls the Consecration of the Elements 
Conjuratton :+ Your Lordship calls the Sacerdotal Benediction a 
Term of Art; too plain an Intimation, though in more remote 
and somewhat softer Terms, that in the Sense of a certain 
Father of the Church, her Clergy are little better than so many 
Jugelers. | 

Your Lordship says, /f they only meant hereby to declare upon 
what Terms God will give his Blessings to Christians, or to 
express their own hearty Wishes for them, this might be understood. 
So it might, my Lord, very easily ; and I suppose every Body 
understands that they may do this, whether they be Clergy or 
Laity, Men or Women : For I presume anyone may declare what 
he takes to be the Terms of the Gospel, and wish that others 
may faithfully observe them. But 1 humbly presume, my Lord, 
that the good Bishop above-mentioned meant something more 
than this, when he spake of Ordinances which make the [nterven- 
tion of other Men necessary fo our Salvation, and of God's dts- 
pensing his Blessings in virtue of them through their Hands. 

There is a superstitious Custom (in your Lordship’s Account 
it must be so) yet remaining in most Places, of sending for a 
Clergyman to minister to sick Persons in imminent Danger of 
Death: Even those who have abused the Clergy all their Lives 
long, are glad to beg their Assistance when they apprehend 
themselves upon the Confines of another World. There is no 
Reason, my Lord, to dislike this Practice, but as it supposes a 
Difference between the Sacerdotal Prayers and Benedzcttons, and 
those of a Nurse. 

We read, my Lord, that God would not heal Adzmelech, though 
he knew the Integrity of his Heart, till 4dvazam had prayed for 
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him: He ts a Prophet, said God, he shall pray for thee, and thou 
shalt live (Gen. xx. 7). 

Pray, my Lord, was not God just, and good, and true, in the 
Days of Abraham, as he is now? Yet you see, Adzmelech's 
Integrity was not available itself. He was to be pardoned by 
the Prayer of Adraham, and his Prayer was effectual ; and so 
represented, because it was the Prayer of a Prophet. 

Suppose, my Lord, that Adbzmelech had said with your Lordship, 
That tt ts affronting to God, that we should expect his Graces from 
any Hands but his own; that all zs to be transacted between God 
and ourselves ; and so had rejected the Prayer of Abraham, asa 
mere Essay of Prophet-Craft ; he had then acted with as much 
Prudence and Piety as your Lordship’s Laity would do, if you 
could persuade them to despise Benedictions and Adsolutzons, to 
regard no particular sort of Clergy; but entirely depend upon 
God and themselves, without any other Assistance what- 
ever, 

We read also, hat Joshua was full of the Spirit of Wisdom, 
for Moses had laid his Hands upon him (Deut. xxxiv. 9). 
Was it not as absurd, my Lord, in the Days of Joshua, for human 
Hands to bless, as itis now? Did there not then lie the same 
Objection against J/oses, that there does now against the Chris- 
tian Clergy? Had Moses any more natural Power to give the 
Spirit of Wisdom, &c., by his Hands, than the Clergy have to 
confer Grace by theirs? They are both equally weak and 
insufficient for these Purposes of themselves, and equally power- 
ful when it pleases God to make them so. 

Again, when £é¢phaz and his Friends had displeased God, they 
were not to be reconciled to God by their own Repentance, or 
transact that Matter only between God and themselves; but 
they were referred to apply to Job, My Servant Job shall pray for 
you, for him will I accept (Job xiii. 8). Might not Eizpzaz here 
have said, shall I so far affront God, as to think I cannot be 
blessed without the Prayers of Job? Shall I be so weak or 
senseless, as to imagine, my own Supplications and Repentance 
will not save me ; or that I need apply to any one but God alone, 
to quality me for the Reception of his Grace ? 

Again, The Lord spake unto Moses, saying, speak unto Aaron 
and his sons, saying, on this wise shall ye bless the children of 
Israel, saying unto them, The Lord bless and keep thee, &c., and 
L will bless them (Numb. vi. 22). 

Again, The Priests of the Sons of Levi shall come near, for 
them hath the Lord thy God chosen to minister unto him, and to 
bless in the Name of the Lord (Deut. xxi. 5). | ae 

Now, my Lord, this is what we mean by the authoritative 
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Administrations of the Christian Clergy; whether they be by way 
of Benediction, or of any other kind. We take them to be 
Persons whom God has chosen to minister unto him, and to bless 
in his Name. We imagine that our Saviour was a greater Priest 
and Mediator than Aaron, or any of God’s former Ministers. We 
are assured that Christ sent his Apostles, as his Father had sent 
him, and that therefore they were his true Successors : And since 
they did commission others to succeed them in their Office, by 
the Imposition of Hands, as Moses commissioned Joshua to 
succeed him ; the Clergy who have succeeded the Apostles, have 
as divine a Call and Commission to their Work, as those who 
were called by our Saviour ; and are as truly his Successors, as 
the Apostles themselves were. 

From the Places of Scripture above-mentioned, it is evident, 
and indeed from the whole Tenor of Sacred Writ, that it may 
consist with the Goodness and Justness of God to depute Men 
to act in his Name, and be ministerial towards the Salvation of 
others ; and to lay a Necessity upon his Creatures of qualifying 
themselves for his Favour, and receiving his Graces by the Hands 
and Intervention of mere Men. 

But, my Lord, if there be now any Set of Men upon Earth 
that are more peculiarly God’s Ministers than others, and through 
whose Administrations, Prayers, and Benedictions, God will accept 
of returning Sinners, and receive them to Grace ; you have done 
all you can to prejudice People against them: You have taught 
the Laity that all is to be transacted between God and them- 
selves, and that they need not value any particular Sort of Clergy 
in the World. 

I leave it to the Great Judge and Searcher of Hearts, to judge 
from what Principles, or upon what Motives your Lordship has 
been induced to teach these Things; but must declare, that, for 
my own Part, if I had the greatest Hatred to Christianity, I 
should think it could not be more expressed than by teaching 
what your Lordship has publicly taught. If I could rejoice in 
the Misery and Ruin of Sinners, I should think it sufficient 
Matter of Triumph, to drive them from the Ministers of God, 
and to put them upon inventing new Schemes of saving them- 
selves instead of submitting to the ordinary Methods of Salvation 
appointed by God. 

It will not follow from anything I have said, that the Laity 
have lost their Christian Liberty, or that no Body can be saved 
but whom the Clergy please to save; that they have the arbitrary 
Disposal of Happiness to Mankind. Was Ad¢melech's Happiness 
in the Disposition of Adraham, because he was to be received by 
Means of Advaham’s Intercession? Or could Job damn Eliphaz, 
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because he was to mediate for him, and procure his Reconcilia- 
tion to God? 

Neither, my Lord, do the Christzan Clergy pretend to this 
despotic Empire over their Flocks. They do not assume to them- 
selves a Power to damn the Innocent, or to save the Guilty; but 
they assert a sober and just Right to reconcile Men to God, and 
to act in his Name, in restoring them to his Favour. They 
received their Commission from those whom Christ sent with 
full Authority to send others, and with a Promise that he would 
be with them to the End of the World. From this they conclude, 
that they have his Authority, and that in consequence of it, their 
Administrations are necessary, and effectual to the Salvation of 
Mankind ; and that none can despise them, but who despise him 
that sent them ; and are as surely out of the Covenant of Grace, . 
when they leave such his Pastors, as when they openly despise, 
or omit to receive his Sacraments. 

And what is there in this Doctrine, my Lord, to terrify the 
Consciences of the Lazty? What is there here to bring the 
profane Scandal of Priestcraft upon the Clergy? Could it be 
any Ground of <Adimelech’s hating Abraham, because that 
Abraham was to reconcile him to God? Could Auphaz justly 
have any Prejudice against /ob, because God would hear /od’s 
Intercession for him? Why then, my Lord, must the Christian 
Priesthood be so horrid and hateful an Institution, because the 
Design of it is to restore Men to the Grace and Favour of God? 
Why must we be abused and insulted for being sent upon the 
Errand of Salvation, and made Ministers of eternal Happiness 
to our Brethren? There is a Woe due to us if we preach not the 
Gospel, or neglect those ministerial Offices that Christ hath en- 
trusted to us. We are to watch for their Souls, as those who are 
to give an Account. Why then must we be treated as arrogant 
Priests, or popzshly affected, for pretending to have any Thing to 
do in the Discharge of our M/znzstry with the Salvation of Men? 
Why must we be reproached with d/asphemous Claims, and absurd 
senseless Powers, for assuming to bless in God’s Name, or think- 
ing our Administrations more effectual than the Office of a 
common Layman ? 

But farther, To what Purpose does your Lordship except 
against these Powers in the Clergy, from their common Frailties 
and /njfirmities with the rest of Mankind? Were not Adraham 
and /od, and the Jewzsk Priests, Men of like Passions with us? 
Did not our Saviour command the /ews to apply to their Priests, 
notwithstanding their personal Faults, because they sat in Aoses’ 
Chair? Did not the Apostles assure their Followers that they 
were Men of like Passions with them? But did they therefore 
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disclaim their Mission, or Apostolical Authority? Did they 
teach, that their natural Infirmities made them less the Ministers 
of God, or less necessary to the Salvation of Men? Their 
personal Defects did not make them depart from the Claim of 
those Powers they were invested with, or desert their Ministry, 
but, indeed, gave St. Paul Occasion to say, We have this Treasure 
an earthen Vessels, (z.e.. this Authority committed to mere Men) 
that the excellency of tt may be of God, and not of Men. The 
Apostle happens to differ very much from your Lordship: He 
says, such weak Instruments were made use of that the Glory 
might redound to God. Your Lordship says, to suppose Instru- 
ments to be of any Benefit to us, is to lessen the Sovereignty of 
God, and, in Consequence, his Glory. 

Your Lordship imagines you have sufficiently destroyed the 
sacerdotal Powers, by showing, that the Clergy are only Men, and 
subject to the common Frailties of Mankind. My Lord, we own 
the Charge, and do not claim any sacerdotal Powers from our 
personal Abilities, or to acquire any Glory to ourselves. But, 
weak as we are, we are God’s Ministers, and if we are either 
afraid or ashamed of our Duty, we must perish in the Guilt. But 
is a Prophet therefore proud, because he insists upon the 
Authority of his Mission? Cannot a Mortal be God’s Messenger, 
and employed in his Affairs, but he must be insolent and assum- 
ing, for having the Resolution to own it? If we are to be re- 
proved for pretending to be God’s Ministers, because we are but 
Men, the Reproach will fall upon Providence; since it has pleased 
God, chiefly to transact his Affairs with Mankind by the Ministry 
of their Brethren. 

Your Lordship has not one Word from Scripture against 
these sacerdotal Powers; no Proof that Christ has not sent Men 
to be effectual Administrators of his Graces: You only assert, 
re there can be no such Ministers, because they are mere 

en. 

Now, my Lord, I must beg Leave to say, that it the natural 
Weakness of Men makes them incapable of being the Instruments 
of conveying Grace to their Brethren; if the Clergy cannot be 
of any Use or Necessity to their Flocks, for this Reason ; then it 
undeniably follows, that there can be no foszteve [nstttutions in 
the Christian Religion that can procure any spiritual Advantages 
to the Members of it ; then the Sacraments can be no longer any 
Means of Grace. For, I hope, no one thinks that Bread and 
Wine have any natural Force or Efficacy to convey Grace to the 
Soul. The Water in Baptism has the common Qualities of 
Water, and is destitute of any intrinsic Power to cleanse the 
Soul, or purify from Sin. But your Lordship will not say, because 
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it has only the common Nature of Water, that therefore it cannot 
be a Means of Grace. Why then may not the Clergy, though 
they have the common Nature of Men, be constituted by God, 
to convey his Graces, and to be ministerial to the Salvation of 
their Brethren? Can God consecrate inanimate Things to 
spiritual Purposes, and make them the Means of eternal Happi- 
ness? And is Man the only Creature that he cannot make sub- 
servient to his Designs? The only Beng, who is too weak for 
an Omnipotent God to render effectual towards attaining the 
Ends of his Grace? 

Is it just and reasonable, to reject and despise the J/enzstry 
and Benedictions of Men, because they are Men like ourselves ? 
And is it not as reasonable, to despise the Sprinkling of Water, 
a Creature below us, a senseless and inanimate Creature? 

Your Lordship therefore, must either find us some other 
Reason for rejecting the Necessity of human Administrations, 
than because they are Auman , or else give up the Sacraments, 
and adl positive Institutions along with them. | 

Surely, your Lordship must have a mighty Opinion of 
Naaman the Syrian, who, when the Prophet bid him go wash in 
jordan seven times, to the end he might be clean from his 
Leprosy, very wzsely remonstrated, Are not Abana and Pharpar, 
Rivers of Damascus, better than all the Waters of Israel ? 

This, my Lord, discovered Vaaman’s great Liberty of Mind; 
and it is much, this has not been produced before, as an 
Argument of his being a Avee-Thinker. He took the Water of 
Jordan to be only Water ; as your Lordship justly observes a 
Clergyman to be on/y a Man: And if you had been with him, 
you could have informed him, that the washing seven Tzmes was 
a mere WVicety and Trifle of the Prophet; and that since it is 
God alone who can work miraculous Cures, we ought not to 
think, that they depend upon any external Means, or any stated 
Number of repeating them. 

This, my Lord, is the true Scope and Spirit of your 
Argument : If the Syrian was right in despising the Water of 
Jordan, because it was only Water ; your Lordship might be 
right in despising any particular Order of Clergy, because they 
are but Men. Your Lordship is certainly as right, or as wrong, 
as he was. 

And now, my Lord, let the common Sense of Mankind here 
judge, whether, if the Clergy are to be esteemed as having no 
Authority, because they are but Men; it does not plainly follow, 
that everything else, every Institution that has not some natural 
Force and Power to produce the Effects designed by it, is not 
also to be rejected as equally trifling and ineffectual. 
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The Sum of the Matter is this: It appears from many express 
Facts, and indeed, from the whole Series of God’s Providence, 
that it is not only consistent with his Attributes, but also agree- 
able to his ordinary Methods of dealing with Mankind, that he 
should substitute Men to act in his Name, and be authoritatively 
employed in conferring his Graces and Favours upon Mankind. 
It appears, that your Lordship’s Argument against the authori- 
tative Administrations of the Christian Clergy, does not only 
contradict those Facts, and condemn the ordinary Method of 
God’s Dispensations ; but likewise proves the Sacraments, and 
every positive Institution of Christianity, to be ineffectual, and 
as mere Dreams and Trifies, as the several Offices and Orders of 
the Clergy. 

This, I hope, will be esteemed a sufficient Confutation of your 
Lordship’s Doctrine, by all who have any true Regard or Zeal 
for the Christian Religion ; and only expect to be saved by the 
Methods of divine Grace proposed in the Gospel. 

I shall now in a word or two set forth the Sacredness of the 
Ecclesiastical Character, as it is founded in the New Testament; 
with a particular regard to the Power of conferring Grace, and 
the Efficacy of human Benedictions. 

It appears therein that all sacerdotal Power is derived from 
the Holy Ghost. Our Saviour himself took not that Ministry 
upon him, till he had this Consecration: And during the time 
of his Ministry, he was under the Guidance and Direction of the 
Holy Ghost. Through the Holy Spirit he gave Commandment 
to the Apostles whom he had chosen. When he ordained them 
to the Work of the Ministry, it was with these Words, Recezve 
the Holy Ghost. Those whom the Apostles ordained to the 
same Function, it was by the same Authority: They laid their 
Hands upon the Elders, exhorting them to take care of the 
Flock of Christ, over which the Holy Ghost had made them 
Overseers. 

Hereby they plainly declared, that however this Office was to 
descend from Man to Man through human Hands, that it was 
the Holy Ghost which consecrated them to that Employment, 
and gave them Authority to execute it. 

From this it is also manifest, that the Priesthood is a Grace of 
the Holy Ghost: That it is not a Function founded on the 
Natural or Civil Rights of Mankind, but is derived from the 
special Authority of the Holy Ghost; and is as truly a positive 
Institution as the Sacraments. So that they who have no 
Authority to alter the Old Sacraments, and substitute New 
ones, have no Power to alter the Old Order of the Clergy, or 
introduce any other Order of them. 
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For why can we not change the Sacraments? Is it not 
because they are only Sacraments, and operate as they are 
instituted by the Holy Ghost? Because they are useless 
ineffectual Rites without this Authority? And does not the 
same Reason hold as well for the Order of the Clergy? Does 
not the same Scripture tell us, they are equally instituted by the 
Holy Ghost, and oblige only by virtue of his Authority? How 
absurd is it therefore to pretend to abolish, or depart from the 
settled Order of the Clergy, to make new Orders, or think any 
God’s Ministers, unless we had his Authority, and could make 
new Sacraments, or a new Religion ? 

My Lord, how comes it, That we cannot alter the Scriptures ? 
Is it not, because they are Divinely inspired, and dictated by 
the Holy Ghost? And since it is express Scripture, That the 
Priesthood is instituted and authorised by the same Holy Spirit, 
Why is not the Holy Ghost as much to be regarded in one 
Institution, as in another? Why may we not as well make a 
Gospel, and say, it was writ by the Holy Ghost, as make a new 
Order of Clergy, and call them his? Or esteem them as having 
any relation to him ? 

From this it likewise appears, That there is an absolute 
Necessity of a strict Succession of authorised Ordainers from 
the Apostolical Times, in order to constitute a Christian Priest. 
For since a Commission from the Holy Ghost is necessary for 
the exercise of this Office ; no one now can receive it, but from 
those who have derived their Authority in a true Succession, 
from the Apostles. We could not, my Lord, call our present 
Bibles the Word of God, unless we knew the Copies from which 
they are taken were taken from other true ones, till we come to 
the Originals themselves. No more could we call any true 
Ministers, or authorised by the Holy Ghost, who have not 
received their Commission by an uninterrupted Succession of 
lawful Ordainers. 

What an excellent Divine would he be, who should tell the 
World, it was not necessary that the several Copies and Manu- 
scripts through which the Scriptures have been transmitted 
through different Ages and Languages, should be all true ones, 
and none of them forged? That zhis was a Thing subject to so 
great Uncertainty, that God could not hang our Salvation on such 
Nicetzes? Suppose, for Proof of this, he should appeal to the 
Scriptures ; and ask, where any mention is made of ascertaining 
the Truth of all the Copies? Would not this be a Way of 
Arguing very Theological? The Application is very easy. 

Your Lordship has not one Word to prove the uninterrupted 
Succession of the Clergy a Trife or Dream, but that it is 
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subject to so great Uncertainty, and is never mentioned in the 
Scriptures. As to the Uncertainty of it, it is equally as 
uncertain, as whether the Scriptures be Genuzne. There is just 
the same sufficient Historical Evidence for the Certainty of one. 
as the other. As to its not being mentioned in the Scripture, 
‘the Doctrine upon which it is founded, plainly made it unneces- 
sary to mention it. Is it needful for the Scriptures to tell us, that 
if we take our Bible from any false Copy, that it is not the 
Word of God? Why then need they tell us, that if we are 
ordained by usurping false Pretenders to Ordination, nor 
deriving their Authority to that end from the Apostles, that we 
are no Priests? Does not the thing itself speak as plain in one 
Case as in the other? The Scriptures are only of use to us, as 
they are the Word of God: We cannot have this Word of God, 
which was written so many Years ago, unless we receive it from 
authentic Copies and Manuscripts. 

The Clergy have their Commission from the Holy Ghost: 
The Power of conferring this Commission of the Holy Ghost, 
was left with the Apostles: Therefore the present Clergy cannot 
have the same Commission, or Call, but from an Order of Men, 
who have successively conveyed this Power from the Apostles to 
the present time. So that, my Lord, I shall beg leave to lay it 
down, as a plain, undeniable, Christian Truth, that the Order of 
the Clergy is an Order of as necessary Obligation as the Sacra- 
ments ; and as unalterable as the Holy Scriptures ; the same 
Holy Ghost being as truly the Author and Founder of the 
Priesthood, as the Institutor of the Sacraments, or the Inspirer 
of those Divine Oracles. And when your Lordship shall offer 
any fresh Arguments to prove that no particular sort of Clergy 
is necessary ; that the Benedictions and Administrations of the 
present Clergy of our most excellent Church, are trifling 
Niceties; if I cannot show that the same Arguments will 
conclude against the Authority of the Sacraments and the 
Scriptures, I faithfully promise your Lordship to become a 
Convert to your Doctrine. 

What your Lordship charges upon your Adversaries, as an 
absurd Doctrine, in pretending the Necessity of one regular, 
successive, and particular Order of the Clergy, is a true Christian 
Doctrine ; and as certain from Scripture, as that we are to keep 
to the Institution of particular Sacraments; or not to alter 
those particular Scriptures, which now compose the Canon of. 
the old and new Testament. 

By authoritative Benediction, we do not mean any natural or 
intrinsic Authority of our own: But a Commission from God, to 
be effectual Administrators of his Ordinances, and to bless in his 
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Name. Thus, a Person who is sent from God, to foretell things, 
of which he had before no Knowledge or Notion; or to 
denounce Judgments, which he has no natural Power to 
execute; may truly be said to be an authoritative Prophet ; 
because he has the Authority of God for what he does. Thus, 
when the Bishop is said to confer Grace in Confirmation, this is - 
properly an authoritative Benediction ; because he is then as truly 
doing what God has commissioned him to do, as when a Prophet 
declares upon what Errand he is sent. 

It is in this Sense, my Lord, that the People are said to be 
authoritatively blessed by the regular Clergy; because they are 
Gods Clergy, and act by his Commission; because by their 
Hands the People receive the Graces and Benefits of God’s 
Ordinances ; which they have no more Reason to expect from 
other Ministers of their own Election, or if the Word may be 
used in an abusive Sense, of their own Consecration, than to 
receive Grace from Sacraments of theirown Appointment. The 
Scriptures teach us, That the Holy Ghost has instituted an Order 
of Clergy: We say, a Priesthood, so authorised, can no more be 
changed by us, than we can change the Scriptures, or make new 
Sacraments ; because they are all founded on the same Autho- 
rity, without any Power of a Dispensation delegated to us in one 
Case more than another. If therefore we have a Mind to con- 
tinue in the Covenant of Christ, and receive the Grace and 
Benefit of his Ordinances, we must receive them through such 
Hands as he has authorised for that Purpose, to the end we may 
be qualified to partake of the Blessings of them. For as a true 
Priest cannot benefit us by administering a /fa/se Sacrament ; so 
a true Sacrament is nothing, when it is administered by a false 
uncommussioned Minister. Besides this Benediction which attends 
the Ordinances of God, when they are thus performed by autho- 
rised Hands, there is a Benediction of Prayer, which we may 
justly think very effectual, when pronounced or dispensed by the 
same Hands. 

Thus when the Bishop or Priest intercedes for the Congrega- 
tion, or pronounces the Apostolical Benediction upon them, we 
do not consider this barely as an Act of Charity and Humanity, 
of one Christian praying for another; but as the Work of a 
Person who is commissioned by God to dless tn his Name, and be 
effectually ministerial in the Conveyance of his Graces ; or as 
the Prayer of one who is left with us in Christ’s stead, to carry 
on his great Design of saving us; and whose Benedictions are 
ever ratified in Heaven, but when we render ourselves in one 
Respect or other incapable of them. 

Now, my Lord, they are these sacerdotal Prayers, these autho- 


the Bishop of Bangor. 45 


rised Sacraments, these commissioned Pastors, whom the Holy 
Gnost has made Overseers of the Flock of Christ, that your 
Lordship encourages the Laity to despise. You bid them con- 
temn the vain Words of Validity or Invalidity of God's Ordt- 
nances; to heed no particular sort of Clergy, or the pretended 
Necessity of thety Administrations. 

Your Lordship sets up in this Controversy for an Advocate for 
the Laity, against the arrogant Pretences, and false Claims of the 
Clergy. My Lord, we are no more contending for ourselves in 
this Doctrine, than when we insist upon any Article in the 
Creed. Neither is it any more our particular Cause, when we 
assert our Mission, than when we assert the Necessity of the 
Sacraments. 

Who is to receive the Benefit of that Commission which we 
assert, but they? Who is tosuffer,if we pretend a false one, but 
ourselves? Sad Injury, indeed, offered to the Laity! that we 
should affect to be thought Ministers of God for their Sakes! If 
we really are so, they are to receive the Benefit ; if not, we are to 
bear the Punishment. 

But your Lordship comes too late in this glorious Under- 
taking, to receive the Reputation of it; the Work has been 
already, in the Opinion of most People, better done to your 
Lordship’s Hands. The famous Author of The Rites of the 
Christzan Church, has carried this Christtan Liberty to as great 
Heights as your Lordship. And though you have not one 
Notion, I can recollect, that has given Offence to the World, but 
what seems taken from that pernicious Book ; yet your Lordship 
is not so just as ever once to cite or mention the Author; who, if 
your Lordship’s Doctrine be true, deserves to have a Statue 
erected to his Honour, and receive every Mark of Esteem which 
is due to the greatest Reformer of Religion. 

Did not mine own Eyes assure me that he has cast no Con- 
tempt upon the Church, no Reproach upon the Evangelical 
Institutions, or the Sacred Function, but what has been seconded 
by your Lordship, I would never have placed your Lordship in 
the same View with so scandalous a Declaimer against the 
Ordinances of Christ. Whether I am right, or not, in this 
Charge, I freely leave to the Judgment of those to determine, 
who are acquainted with both your Works. Yet this Author, my 
Lord, has been treated by the greatest and best Part of the 
Nation, as a Free-thinking Infidel. But for what, my Lord? 
Not that he has declared against the Scriptures; not that he has 
rejected Revelation: (we are not, blessed be God, still so far 
corrupted with the Principles of Infidelity) but because he has 
reproached every particular Church, as such, and denied all 
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Obligation to Communion; because he has exposed Benedic- 
tions, Absolutions, and Excommunications ; denied the Divine 
Right of the Clergy, and ridiculed the pretended Sacredness 
and Necessity of their Administrations, as mere Niceties and 
Trifles, though commonly in more distant, I was going to say 
more decent Ways: In a Word, because he made all Churches, 
all Priests, all Sacraments, however administered, equally valid, 
and denied any particular Method necessary to Salvation. Yet 
after all this profane Declamation, he allows, my Lord, that 
Religious Offices may be appropriated to particular Men, called 
Clergy, for Order sake only ; and not on the Account of any pecu- 
hiar Spiritual Advantages, Powers, or Privileges, which those who 
are set apart for them, have from Heaven.* 

Agreeable to this, your Lordship owns, that you are not 
against the Order, or Decency, or Subordination belonging to 
Christian Soctettes.t 

But, pray, my Lord, do you mean any more by this, than the 
above-mentioned Author? Is it for any Thing, but the Sake of 
a little external Order or Conventency ? Is there any Christian 
Law that obliges to observe this kind of Order? Is there any 
real essential Difference between Persons ranked into this Order ? 
Is it a Sin for any Body, especially the Civil Magistrate, to leave 
this Order, and make what other Orders he prefers to it? This 
your Lordship cannot resolve in the Affirmative ; for then you 
must allow, that some Communions are safer than others, and 
that some Clergy have more Authority than others. 

Will your Lordship say, that no particular Order can be neces- 
sary; yet some Order necessary, which may be different in 
different Communions? This cannot hold good upon your 
Lordship’s Principles ; for since Christ has left no Law about 
any Order, no Members of any particular Communion need 
submit to that Order; since it is confessed by your Lordship, 
That in Religion no Laws, but those of Christ, are of any Obli- 
gation, So that though you do not disclaim all external Order 
and Decency yourself, yet you have taught other People to do it 
if they please, and as much as they please. 

Suppose, my Lord, some Layman, upon a Pretence of your 
Lordship’s Absence, or any other, should go into the Diocese of 
Bangor, and there pretend to ordain Clergymen; could your 
Lordship quote one Text of Scripture against him? Could you 
allege any Law of Christ, or his Apostles, that he had broken ? 
Could you prove him guilty of any Sin? No, my Lord, you 
would not do that ; because this would be acknowledging such a 
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Thing as a Sinful Ordinaizon ; and if there be Sinful Ordinations, 
then there must be some Law concerning Ordinations: For Siz 
ts the Transgression of the Law: And if there be a Law concern- 
ing Ordinations, then we must keep to the Clergy lawfully 
ordained ; and must confess, after all your Lordship has said, or 
can say, that still some Communions are safer than others. 

If you should reprove such a one, as an Engétshman, for acting 
in Opposition to the Euglish Laws of Decency and Order, he 
would answer, That he has nothing to do with such T7zfes ; 
That Christ was sole Lawgiver in his Kingdom; That he was 
content to have his Kingdom as orderly and decent as Christ had 
left it ; and since he had instituted no Laws in that Matter, it 
was presuming, for others to take upon them to add any Thing 
by way of Order or Decency, by Laws of their own: That as 
he had as much Authority from Christ to ordain Clergy as 
your Lordship, he would not depart from his Christian Liberty. 

If he should remonstrate to your Lordship in these, or Words 
to the like Effect, he would only reduce your Lordship’s own 
Doctrine to Practice. This, my Lord, is part of that Confusion 
the learned Dr. Suage has charged you with being the Author of, 
in the Church of God: And all Persons, my Lord, whom you 
have taught not to regard any particular’Sort of Clergy, must 
know (if they have the common Sense to which you appeal!) that 
then no Clergy are at all necessary ; and that it is as lawful for 
any Man to be his own Priest, as to solicit his own Cause. For 
to say that no particular Sort of Clergy are necessary, and yet 
that in general the Clergy are necessary, is the same as to say, 
that Truth is necessary to be believed; yet the Belief of no par- 
ticular Truth is necessary. 

The next Thing to be considered, my Lord, is your Doctrine 
concerning Absolutions. You begin thus: The same you will 
jind a sufficient Reply to thety presumptuous Claim to an authortta- 
tive Absolution. An infallible Absolution cannot belong to fallible 
Man. But no Absolution can be authoritative, which ts not 
infallible. Therefore no authoritative Absolution can belong to any 
Man living.* 

I must observe here, your Lordship does not reject this A dso- 
lution, because the Claim of it is not founded in Scripture; but 
by an Argument drawn from the Nature of the Thing: Because 
you imagine such Absolution requires Infallibility for the Execu- 
tion of it; therefore it cannot belong to Men. Should this be 
true, it would prove, that if our Saviour had really so intended, 
he could not have given this Power to his Ministers. But, my 
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Lord, who can see any Repugnancy in the Reason of the Thing 
itself? Is it not as easy to conceive, that our Lord should confer 
his Grace of Pardon by the Hands of his Ministers, as by Means 
of the Sacraments? And may not such Absolution be justly 
called authoritative, the Power of which is granted, and executed 
by his Authority ? 

Is it impossible for Men to have this Authority from God, 
because they may mistake in the Exercise of it? This Argu- 
ment proves too much, and makes as short Work with every 
Institution of Christianity, as with the Power of Absolution. 

For if it is impossible that Men should have Authority from 
God to absolve in his Name, because they are not infallible ; 
this makes them equally incapable of being entrusted with any 
other Means of Grace; and consequently supposes the whole 
Priest’s Office to imply a direct Impossibility in the very Notion 
of it. 

Your Lordship’s Argument is this: Christians have their Sins 
pardoned upon certain Conditions ; but fallible Men cannot 
certainly know these Conditions: Therefore fallible Men cannot 
have Authority to absolve. 

From hence I take Occasion to argue thus: Persons are ta be 
admitted to the Sacraments on certain Conditions; but fallible 
Men cannot tell whether they come qualified to receive them 
according to these Conditions: Therefore fallible Men cannot 
have Authority to administer the Sacraments. 

2ndly, This Argument subverts all Authority of the Christian 
Religion itself, and the Reason of every instituted Means of 
Grace. For if nothing can be authoritative, but what a Man is 
infallibly assured of, then the Christian Religion cannot be an 
authoritative Method of Salvation; since a Man, by being a 
Christian, does not become infallibly certain of his Salvation: 
Nor does Grace infallibly attend the Participation of the Sacra- 
ments. So that though your Lordship has formed this Argument 
only against this absolving Power, yet it has as much Force 
against the Sacraments, and the Christian Religion itself. For 
if it be absurd to suppose that the Priest should absolve anyone, 
because he cannot be certain that he deserves Absolution ;, does 
it not imply the same Absurdity, to suppose that he should have 
the Power of administering the Sacraments, when he cannot be 
infallibly certain that those who receive them are duly qualified ? 
If a Possibility of Error destroys the Power in one Case, it as 
certainly destroys it in the other. Again, if Absolution cannot 
be authoritative, unless it be infallible; then it is plain that the 
Christian Religion is not an authoritative Means of Salvation ; 
because all Christians are not infallibly saved: Nor can the 
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Sacraments be authoritative Means of Grace, because all who 
partake of them do not infallibly obtain Grace. 

Your Lordship proceeds with your Laity by way of Expostu- 
lation : [f they amuse you with that Power which Christ left with 
his Apostles, Whose soever Sins ye remit, they are remitted unto 
them ; and whose soever Sins ye retain, they ave vetained unto 
them :* 

But why amuse, my Lord? Are the Texts of Holy Scripture 
to be treated only as Matter of Amusement? Or does your 
Lordship know of any Age in the Church when the very same 
Doctrine which we now teach, has not been taught from the 
same Texts? | 

Do you know any Successors of the Apostles that thought 
the Power there specified did not belong to them? But, how- 
ever, your Lordship has taught your Laity to believe what we 
argue from this Text, all Amusement; and told them, They say 
securely answer, that tt 1s impossible for them to depend upon this 
Right as anything certain, till they can prove to you that everything 
spoken to the Apostles, belongs to Ministers in all Ages The 
Security of this Answer, my Lord, is founded upon this false 
Presumption, vzz, That the Clergy can claim no Right to the 
Exercise of any Part of their Office, as Successors of the Apostles, 
till they can prove that every Thing that was spoken to the 
Apostles, belongs to them. 

This Proposition must be true, or else there is no Force or 
Security in the Objection you here bring for the Instruction of 
the Laity. If it is well founded, then the Clergy cannot possibly 
prove they have any more Right to the Exercise of any Part of 
their Office than the Laity. Do they pretend to ordain, confirm, 
to admit or exclude Men from the Sacraments? By what 
authority is all thisdone? Isit not because the Apostles, whose 
Successors they are, did the same Things? But then, say your 
Lordship’s well-instructed Laity, this is nothing to the Purpose: 
Prove yourselves Apostles ; prove that every Thing said to the 
Apostles belongs to you; and then it will be allowed, that you 
may exercise these Powers, because they exercised them: But 
as this is impossible to be done, so it is impossible for you to 
prove that you have any Powers or Authorities, because they 
had them. 

And now, my Lord, if the Case be thus, what Apology shall 
we make for Christianity, as it has been practised in all Ages? 
How shall we excuse the Noble Army of Martyrs, Saints, and 
Confessors, who have boldly asserted the Right to so many 
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Apostolical Powers? Could any Men in these Ages pretend, 
that everything that was spoken to the Apostles, belonged to them- 
selves? False, then, was their Claim, and presumptuous their 
Authority, who should pretend any Apostolical Powers, because 
the Apostles had them; when they could not prove, that every- 
thing that was spoken to the Apostles, belonged to them. 

Farther; To prove that the above-mentioned Text does not 
confer the Power of Absolution in the Clergy, you reason thus: 
Whatever contradicts the Natural Notions of God, and the Design 
and Tenor of the Gospel, cannot be the true Meaning of any Passage 
in the Gospel: But to make the Absolution of weak and fallible 
Men so necessary, or so valid, that God will not pardon without 
them ; or that all are pardoned who have them pronounced over 
them, 7s to contradict those Notions, as well as the plain Tenor of 
the Gospel.* 

Be pleased, my Lord, to point out your Adversary ; name 
any one Church of Exgland Man that ever taught this romantic 
Doctrine which you are confuting. Who ever taught such a 
Necessity of Absolutions, that God will pardon none without 
them? Who ever declared that all are pardoned who have 
them pronounced over them? We teach the WVecessity and 
Validity of Sacraments; but do we ever declare that all are 
saved who receive them? Is there no Wedzum between two 
Extremes? No such Thing, my Lord, as Moderation! Must 
every Thing be thus absolute and extravagant, or nothing 
at all ? 

In another Page we have more of this same Colouring: Buz 
to claim a Right to stand in Gods Stead,in such a Sense, that 
they can absolutely and certainly bless, or not bless, with their Voice 
alone: This is the highest Absurdity and Blasphemy as tt supposeth 
God to place a Set of Men above himself ; and to put out of his 
own Hands the Disposal of his Blessings and Curses.t 

If your Lordship had employed all this Oratory against 
worshipping the Sun or Moon, it had just affected your Adver- 
saries as much as this. For who ever taught that any Set of 
Men could aédsolutely bless, or withhold Blessing, independent of 
God? Who ever taught, that the Christian Religion, or Sacra- 
ments, or Absolution, saved People on course, or without proper 
Dispositions ? Whoever claimed such an absolving Power, as to 
set himself above God, and to take from him the Disposal of his 
own Blessings and Curses? What has such extravagant Descrip- 
tions, such romantic Characters of Absolution, to do with that 
Power the Clergy justly claim? Cannot there be a Necessity 
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in some Cases of receiving Absolution from their Hands, except 
they set themselves above God? Is God robbed of the Disposal 
of his Blessings, when, in Obedience to his own Commands, and 
in virtue of his own Authority, they admit some as Members of 
the Church, and exclude others from the Communion of it ? 
Do they pretend to be Channels of Grace, or the Means of 
Pardon, by any Rights or Powers naturally inherent in them ? 
Do they not in all these Things consider themselves as Instru- 
ments of God, that are made ministerial to the Edification of 
the Church, purely by his Will, and only so far as they act in 
Conformity to it? Now if it has pleased God to confer the 
Holy Ghost in Ordination, Confirmation, &<., only by them, and 
to annex the Grace of Pardon to the Imposition of their Hands, 
on returning Sinners; is it any Blasphemy for them to claim and 
exert their Power? Is the Prerogative of God injured, because 
his own Institutions are obeyed ? Cannot he dispense his Graces 
by what Persons, and on what Terms he pleases? Is he deprived 
of the Disposal of his Blessings, because they are bestowed: on 
Persons according to his Order, and in Obedience to his 
Authority ? If I should affirm, that Bishops have the sole 
Power to ordain and confirm, would this be robbing God of his 
Disposal of those Graces that attend such Actions? Is it not 
rather allowing and submitting to God’s own Disposal, when we 
keep close to those Methods of it which himself has prescribed ? 

Pray, my Lord, consider the Nature of Sacraments. Are not 
they necessary to Salvation? But is God therefore excluded 
from any Power of his own? Has he for that Reason, set Bread 
and Wine in the Eucharist, or Water in Baptism, above Himself? 
Has he put the Salvation of Men out of his own Power, because 
it depends on his own Institutions? Is the Salvation of Chris- 
tians less his own Act and Deed, or less the Effect of his own 
Mercy, because these Sacraments in great measure contribute to 
effect it? Why then, my Lord, must that Imposition of Hands 
that is attended with his Grace and Pardon, and which has no 
Pretence to such Grace, but in Obedience to his Order, and in 
virtue of his Promise, be thus destructive of his Prerogative ? 
Where is there any Diminution of his Honour or Authority, if 
such Actions of the Clergy are made necessary to the Salvation 
of Souls in some Circumstances, as their washing in Water, or 
their receiving Bread and Wine? Cannot God institute Means 
of Grace, but those Means must needs be above himself? They 
owe all their Power and Efficacy to his Institution, and can 
Operate no farther than the Ends for which he instituted them. 
How then is he dethroned for being thus obeyed ? 

My Lord, you take no notice of Scripture ; but in a new Way 
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of your own, contend against this Power, from the Nature of the 
Thing: Yet I must beg leave to say, this Power stands upon as 
sure a Bottom, and is as consistent with the Goodness and 
Majesty of God, as the Sacraments. If the annexing Grace to 
Sacraments, and making them necessary Means of Salvation, be 
a reasonable Institution of God ; so is his annexing Pardon to 
the Imposition of Hands by the Clergy on returning Sinners. 
The Grace or Blessing received in either Case, is of his own 
giving, and in a Method of his own prescribing. And how this 
should be any Injury to God’s Honour, or Affront to his Majesty, 
cannot easily be accounted for. 

The Clergy justly claim a Power of reconciling Men to God, 

from express Terms of Scripture ; and of delivering his Pardons 
to penitent Sinners. Your Lordship disowns this Claim, as 
making fallible Men the absolute Dispensers of God’s Blessings, 
and putting it in their Power to damn and save as they please. 
But, my Lord, nothing of this Extravagance is included in it. 
They are only entrusted with a condztzonal Power ; which they 
are to exercise according to the Rules God has given ; and it 
only obtains its Effect when it is so exercised. Every instituted 
Means of Grace is conditional; and it is only then effectual, 
when it is attended with such Circumstances, as are required by 
God. If the Clergy, through Weakness, Passion or Prejudice, 
exclude Persons from the Church of God, they injure only them- 
selves. But, my Lord, are these Powers nothing, because they 
may be exercised in vain? Have the Clergy no right at all to 
them, because they are not absolutely infallible in the Exercise of 
them ? 
_ Can you prove, my Lord, that they are not necessary, because 
they have not always the same Effect? May not that be neces- 
sary to Salvation, which is only effectual on certain Condttions ? 
Is not the Christian Religion necessary to Salvation, though all 
Christians are not saved? Are not the Sacraments necessary 
Means of Grace, though the Means of Grace obtained thereby 
is only conditional? Is everyone necessarily improved in Grace, 
who receives the Sacrament? Or is it less necessary, because the 
salutary Effects of it are not more universal?. Why then must 
the Imposition of Hands be less necessary, because the Grace of 
it is conditional, and only obtained in due and proper Circum- 
stances? Is Absolution nothing, because if withheld wrongfully, 
it injures not the Person who is denied it; and if given without 
due Dispositions in the Penitent, it avails nothing? Is not this 
equally true of the Sacraments, if they are denied wrongfully, or 
administered to unprepared Receivers? But do they therefore 
cease to be standing and necessary Means of Grace ? 





ieaeneteetieeneretnemen eta iain eeemeemementtnaaneee eememeee een renee eT ET 


Ignorance or Passions of the Clergy, whereby they may mistake 
or pervert the Application of it, can be of no Force ; since it is 
as conditional as any other Christian Institution. The Salvation 
of no Man can be endangered by the Ignorance or Passions of 
any Clergymen in the Use of this Power: If they err in the 
Exercise of it, the Consequences of their Error only affect them- 
selves. The Administration of the Sacraments is certainly 
entrusted to them : But will anyone say, that the Sacraments are 
not necessary to Salvation ; because they may, through Ignorance 
or Passion, make an ill Use of this Trust ? 

There is nothing in this Doctrine to gratify the Pride of Clergy- 
men, or encourage them to lord it over the Flock of Christ. If 
you could suppose an Atheist or a Deist in Orders; he might be 
arrogant and domineer in the Exercise of his Powers: But who, 
that has the least Sense of Religion, can think it matter of 
Triumph, that he can deny the Sacraments, or refuse his Bene- 
diction to any of his Flock? Can he injure or offend the 
least of these ; and will not God take Account? Or, if they fall 
through his Offence, will not their Blood be required at his 
Hands? | 

Neither is there anything in it that can enslave the Laity to 
the Clergy ; or make their Salvation depend upon their arbitrary 
Will. Does anyone think his Salvation in danger, because the 
Sacraments (the necessary means of it) are only to be ad- 
ministered by the Clergy? Why then must the Salvation of 
Penitents be endangered, or made dependent on the sole Pleasure 
of the Clergy ; because they alone can reconcile them to the 
Favour of God? If Persons are unjustly denied the Sacraments, 
they may humbly hope, that God will not lay the Want of them 
to their Charge. And if they are unjustly kept out of the 
Church, and denied Admittance, they have no Reason to fear 
but God will notwithstanding accept them, provided they be in 
other respects proper Objects of his Favour. 

But to proceed, your Lordship says, The Apostles might posstbly 
understand the Power of remitting and retaining Sins, to be that 
Power of laying their Hands upon the Sick. 

Is this possthée, my Lord? Then it is posstble, the Apostles 
might think, that in the Power here intended to be given them, 
nothing at all was intended to be given them. For the Power of 
healing the Sick, was already conferred upon them. Therefore, 
if no more was intended to be given them in this Text, it cannot 
be interpreted, as having entitled them properly to any Powe 
at all, 
2. The Power mentioned here, was something that Jesus pro- 
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mised he would give them hereafter: Which plainly supposes 
they had it not then: But they then had the Power of Healing ; 
therefore something else must be intended here. 

3. The Power of the Keys has always been looked upon as the 
highest in the Apostolical Order. But if it related only to the 
Power of Healing, it could not be so: For the Seventy, who were 
inferior to the Apostles, had this Power. 

4. The very Manner of Expression in this Place, proves, that 
the Power here intended to be given, could not relate to Healing 
the Sick, or to anything of that Nature; but to some spzrztual 
Power, whose Effects should not be vzszb/e ; but be made good 
by virtue of God’s Promise. Thus, whomsoever ye shall heal on 
Earth, 1 will heal 2x Heaven, borders too near upon an Absurdity. 
There is no Occasion to promise to make good such Actions as 
are good already, and have antecedently produced their Effects. 
Persons who were restored to Health, to their Sight, or the Use 
of their Limbs, did not want to be assured, that the Apostles, by 
whom they were restored, had the Power to that End; the 
Exercise of which Power proved and confirmed itself. There 
was no need therefore of a Divine Assurance, that a Person that 
was healed, was actually healed in virtue of it. But when we 
consider this Promise, as relating to a Power whose Effects are 
not vzszble, as the Pardon of Sins, the Terms whereby it is 
expressed, are most proper ; and it is very reasonable to suppose 
God promising, that the spiritual powers exercised by his 
Ministers on Earth, though they do not here produce their 
visible Effects, shall yet be made good and effectual by him in 
Fleaven. 

These Reasons, my Lord, I should think, are sufficient to con- 
vince anyone, that the Apostles could not fosszb/y understand 
these Words in the Sense of your Lordship. 

Let us now consider the Commission given to Peter, Our 
Saviour said to him, Thou art Peter, and upon this Rock I will 
build my Church, and the Gates of Hell shall not prevail against 
ti: And { will grant unto thee the Keys of the Kingdom of 
Heaven ; and whatsoever thou shalt bind on Earth, shall be bound 
in Heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on Earth, shall be 
loosed tn Heaven, 

Now, my Lord, how should it enter into the Thoughts of 
Peter, that nothing was here intended, or promised by our 
Saviour, but a Power of Healing ; which he not only had before, 
but also many other Disciples, who were not Apostles? J will 

&tve unto thee the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, that is, 
according to your Lordship, J wll geve thee Power to heal the 
zk. Can anything be more contrary to the plain obvious 
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‘Sense of the Words? Can anyone be said to have the Keys of 
the Kingdom of Heaven, because he may be the Instrument of 
restoring People to Health? Are Persons Members of Christ’s 
Kingdom, with any regard to Health? How then can he have 
any Power in that Kingdom ; or be said to have the Keys of it, 
who is only empowered to cure Distempers? Could anyone be 
said to have the Keys of a temporal Kingdom, who had no tem- 
poral Power given him inthat Kingdom? Must not he therefore 
who has the Keys of a spiritual Kingdom, have some spiritual 
Power in that Kingdom ? 

Christ has told us, that his Kingdom is not of this World. 
Your Lordship has told us, that it is so foreign to everything of 
this World, that no worldly Terrors or Allurements, no Pains or 
Pleasures of the Body, can have anything to do with it. Yet 
here your Lordship teaches us, that he may have the Keys of this 
spiritual Kingdom, who has only a Power over Diseases. My 
Lord, are not Sickness and Health, Sight and Limbs, Things of 
this World? Have they not some relation to bodily Pleasures 
and Pains? How then can a Power about Things wholly con- 
fined to this World, be a Power in a Kingdom that is not of this 
World? The Force of the Argument lies here: Our Saviour 
has assured us, that his Kingdom is not of this World: Your 
Lordship takes it to be of so spiritual a Nature, that it ought not, 
nay, that it cannot be encouraged or established by any worldly 
Powers. Our Saviour gives to his Apostles the Keys of thts 
Kingdom: Yet you have so far forgotten your own Doctrine, and 
the Spirituality of this Kingdom, that you tell us, he here gave 
them a temporal Power of Diseases ; though he says, they were 
the Keys of his Kingdom which he gave them. Suppose any 
Successor of the Apostles should from this Text pretend to the 
Power of the Sword, to make People Members of this Kingdom : 
Must not the Answer be, that he mistakes the Power, by not 
considering, that they are only the Keys of a sfzrztual, not 
of a temporal Kingdom, which were here delivered to the 
Apostles. 

I humbly presume, my Lord, that this would be as good an 
Answer to your Lordship’s Doctrine, as to theirs who claim the 
Right of the Sword, till it can be shown that Health and Sick. 
ness, Sight and Limbs, do not as truly relate to the Things of 
this World as the Power of the Sword. 

If this Power of the Keys must be understood, only as a 
Power of inflicting or curing Diseases; then the Words, in the 
proper Construction of them, must run thus: Thou art Peter, 
and upon this Rock I will build my Church, i.e., a peculiar Society 
of healthful People, and the Gates of Hell shall never prevail 
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against it, i.e., they shall always be in a State of Health. / well 
give unto thee the Keys of this Kingdom of Heaven, i.e, thou shalt 
have the Power of inflicting and curing Distempers ; amd what- 
soever thou shalt bind on Earth, shall be bound in Heaven, i.e., on 
whomsoever thou shalt inflict the Leprosy on Earth, he shall be 
a Leper in Heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on Earth, 
shall be loosed in Heaven, i.e., whomsoever thou shalt cure of that 
Disease on Earth, shall be perfectly cured of it in Heaven. 

This, without putting any Force upon the Words, is your 
Lordship’s own Interpretation ; which exposes the Honour and 
Authority of Scriptures as much as the greatest Enemy to them 
can wish. If our Saviour could mean by these Words, only a 
Power of healing Distempers ; or if the Apostles understood 
them in that Sense, we may as well believe that when he said, 
His Kingdom was not of this World, that he meant, it was of this 
World ; and that the Apostles so understood him too. 

But, however, for the Benefit and Edification of the Laity, 
your Lordship has another Interpretation for them: You say, 2f 
they (the Apostles) aid apply this Power of remitting Sins to the 
certain Absolution of particular Persons, tt is plain, they could do 
zt upon no other Bottom but this; that God's Will and good 
Pleasure about such particular Persons was infallibly communt- 
cated to them, 

Pray, my Lord, how, or where is this so plain? Is it plain 
that they never baptized Persons till God had zxfallibly commu- 
nicated his good Pleasure to them about such particular Persons ? 
Baptism is an Institution equally sacred with this other, and 
puts the Person baptized in the same State of Grace that Abso- 
lution does the Penitent. Baptism is designed for the Remission 
of Sin. It is an Ordinance to which Absolution is consequent ; 
but I suppose Persons may be baptized without such zx/fallzble 
Communication promised, as your Lordship contends for. If 
therefore it be not necessary for the Exercise of Absolution by 
Baptism, why must it be necessary for Absolution by the Impo- 
sition of Hands? 

Can Pastors without Infallibility baptize Heathens, and 
absolve, or be the Instruments of absolving them thereby from 
their Sins? Arethey not as able to absolve Christian Penitents, 
or restore those who have apostatised? If human Knowledge, 
and the common Rules of the Church, be sufficient to direct the 
Priest to whom he ought to administer the Sacraments; they 
are also sufficient for the Exercise of this other Part of the 
sacerdotal Office. | 

But your Lordship proceeds thus: JVot that they themselves 
absolved any. : 


the Bishop of Bangor. 57 





No, my Lord, no more than Water in Baptism of z¢se/f 
purifies the Soul from Sin. This baptismal Water is, notwith- 
standing, necessary for the Remission of our Sins. 

Again, you say, Not that God was obliged to bind and loose the 
Guilt of Men according to their Declarations, considered as their 
own Decisions, and their own Determinations. No, my Lord, 
who ever thought so? God is not obliged to confer Grace by 
the baptismal Water, considered only as Water, but he is, 
considered as Azs own Institution for that End and Purpose. So 
if these Declarations are considered only as the Declarations of 
Men, God is not obliged by them: But when they are considered 
as the Declarations of Zen whom he has especially authorised 
to make such Declarations in his Name, then they areas effectual 
with God, as any other of his Institutions whatever. 

I proceed now to a Paragraph that bears as hard upon our 
Saviour, as some others have done upon his Apostles and their 
Successors ; where your Lordship designs to prove, that though 
Christ claimed a Power of remitting Sins himself, or in his own 
Person, yet that he really had no such Power. 

You go on in these Words: Jf we look back upon our Saviour 
himself, we shall find, that when he declares that the Son of Man 
had Power upon Earth to forgive Sins, even he himself either 
meant by tt the Power of a miraculous releasing Man from his 
Affliction ; or if it related to another more spiritual Sense of the 
Words, the Power of declaring, that the Man's Sins were forgeven 
by Goa.* 

The Words of our Saviour, which we are to look back upon, 
are these: Whether it 1s easier to say, thy Sins are forgiven thee; 
or to say, arise, take up thy Bed and walk? But that ye may 
know, the Son of Man hath Power on Earth to forgive Sins 
(Mark ii. 9, 10); As if he had said, ‘Is not the same Divine 
‘ Authority and Power required? Is it not a Work as peculiar to 
‘God, to perform miraculous Cures, as to forgive Sins? The 
‘Reason therefore why I now choose to declare my Authority, 
‘rather by saying, Thy Sins are forgiven thee, than by saying, 
‘ Arise and walk, was purely to teach you this Truth, that the 
‘Power of the Son of Man is not confined to Bodily Cures; but 
‘that he has Power on Earth to forgive Sins.’ 

This, my Lord, is the first obvious Sense of the Words; and 
therefore I take it to be the true Sense. But your Lordship can 
look back upon them, till you find that Christ has not this 
Power, though he claims it expressly ; but that he only intends 
a Power of doing something or other, which no more imports a 
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Power of forgiving Sins, than of remitting any temporal Debt or 
Penalty. 

If our blessed Saviour had intended to teach the World that 
he was invested with this Power, I would gladly know how he 
must have expressed himself, to have satisfied your Lordship 
that he really had it? He must have told you, that he had not 
this Power, and then possibly your Lordship would have taught 
us, that he had this Power. For no one can discover any 
Reason why you should deny it him, but because he has in 
express Words claimed and asserted it. I hope your Lordship 
has not so low an Opinion of our Saviour’s Person, as to think 
it unreasonable in the Nature of the Thing, that he should have 
this Power. Where does it contradict any Principle of Reason, 
to say, that a Kzng should be able to pardon his Subjects? 
Since there is no Absurdity then in the Thing itself, and it is so 
expressly asserted in Scripture ; it is just Matter of Surprise, 
that your Lordship should carry your Reader from a plain 
consistent Sense of the Words, to ezther this or that, Something or 
other, the Origin whereof is only to be sought for in your Lord- 
ship’s own Invention ; rather than not exclude Christ from a 
Power which he declared he had, and declared he had it for this 
very Reason, that we might know that he had it. Our Saviour 
has told us that the Way to Heaven is marrow, Your Lordshiy: 
might as reasonably prove from hence, that he meant, it was 
broad, as that he did not mean that he could forgive Sins, when 
he said, that ye may know, that the Son of Man hath Power on 
Earth to forgive Sins. 

Your Lordship has rejected all Church Authority, and despised 
the pretended Powers of the Clergy, for this Reason ; because 
Christ is the sole King, sole Lawgiver, and Judge in his Kingdom. 
But, it seems, your Lordship, notwithstanding, thinks it now 
Time to depose him: And this sole King in his own Kingdom, 
must not be allowed to be capable of pardoning his own 
Subjects. | 

This Doctrine, my Lord, is delivered, I suppose, as your 
other Doctrines, out of a hearty Concern and Christian Zeal for 
the Privileges of the Laity; and to show that your Lordship is 
not only able to limit as you please the Authority of temporal 
Kings ; but also to make Christ himself sole King, and yet no 
King, in his Spiritual Kingdom. For, my Lord, the Kingdom 
of Christ is a Society founded in order to the Reconciliation of 
Sinners to God. If therefore Christ could not pardon Sins, to 
what End could he either erect, or how could he support his 
Kingdom, which is only, in the great and last Design of it, to 
consist of absolved Sinners? He that cannot forgive Sins in a 
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Kingdom that is erected for the Remission of Sins, can no more 
be sole King in it, than he that has no ¢emporal Power, can be 
sole King in a temporal Kingdom. Therefore your Lordship has 
been thus mighty serviceable to the Christian Laity, as to teach 
them that Christ is not only sole King, but no King in his 
Kingdom. 

This is not the first Contradiction your Lordship has un- 
happily fallen into, in your Attempts upon dzugly Authority. Nor 
is it the last which I shall presume to observe to the common 
Sense of your Laity. 

Again, in this Account of our blessed Saviour, your Lordship 
has made no Difference between him and his Apostles, as to this 
absoluing Authority. For you say, the great Commission given 
to them implied either a Power of releasing Men from their 
bodily Afflictions ; or of declaring such to be pardoned, whom 
God had assured them that he had pardoned: And this a// that 
you here allow to Christ himself. 

Your Lordship’s calling him so often Azzg, and sole King, &e., 
in his Kingdom, and yet making him a mere Creature in it, is too 
like the Insult, and designed Sarcasm of the /ews, who, when 
they had nailed him to the Cross, writ over his Head, Thzs zs 
the King of the Jews. 

But to proceed : Your Lordship proves, That our Saviour had 
not the Power of forgzving Sins; because Hzs Way of Expresszon 
was, Thy Sins ave forgiven thee. This was plainly to acknowledge, 
and keep up that true Notion, that God alone forgiveth Sins. 

Let us therefore put this Argument in Form. Christ hath 
affirmed, that he had Power to forgive Sins: But his Way was 
to say, Thy Sins are forgiven thee: Therefore Christ had not 
Power to forgive Sins. @Q. &. D.- 

It is much your Lordship did not recommend this to your 
Laity, as another zmvznctble Demonstration. For by the Help of 
it, my Lord, they may prove that our Saviour could no more 
heal Diseases, than forgive Sins. As thus; Christ indeed pretends 
to a Power of healing Diseases ; but his usual Way of speaking 
to the diseased Person was, thy Faith hath made thee whole; 
therefore he had not the Power of healing Diseases. The Argu- 
ment has the same Force against one Power, as against the 
other. If he did not forgive Sins, because he said, Thy Sins are 
Jorgiven thee ; no more did he heal Diseases, because he said, 
Thy Faith hath made thee whole. 

I have a Claim of several Debts upon a Man; I forgive him 
them all, in these Words, Ty Debts are remitted thee. A philo- 
sophical Wit stands by, and pretends to prove, that I had not 
the Power of remitting these Debts ; because I said, Thy Debts 
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are remttted thee. ‘Nhat can come up to, or equal such profound 
Philosophy, but the Divinity of one who teaches, our Saviour 
could not forgive Sins, because he said, TAy Sims are forgiven 
thee ? | 

But your Lordship says, the Reason why our Saviour thus 
expresseth himself, Tzy Szxs are forgiven thee,‘was plainly to 
‘keep up that true Notion, that God alone forgiveth Sins.’ 
Therefore, my Lord, according te this Doctrine, our Saviour was 
obliged not to claim any Power that was peculiar or appropriated 
to God alone. For if this be an Argument, why he should not 
forgive Sins, it is also an Argument that he ought not to claim 
any other Power, any more than this; which is proper to God, 
and only belongs to him. But, my Lord, if he did express him- 
self thus, that he might not lay Claim to any Thing that was 
peculiar to God, how came he in so many other Respects to lay 
Claim to such Things as are as truly peculiar to God, as the 
Forgiveness of Sins? How came he in so many Instances to 
make himself equal to God? Howcame he to say, Ye belzeve in 
God, believe alsoin me? And that Men should worship the Son, 
even as the Father? That he was the Son of God, that he was 
the Way, the Truth, and the Life. 

Are not evangelical Faith, Worship, and Trust, Duties that are 
solely due to God ? Does he not as much invade the Sovereignty 
of God, who lays Claim to these Duties, as he that pretends 7 
Jorgeve Stns? Did not Christ also give his Disciples Power and 
Authority over Devils and unclean Spirits, and Power to heal all 
manner of Diseases? 

Now if Christ did not assume a Power to forgzve Sins, because 
God alone could forgive Sins, it is also as unaccountable that he 
should exercise other Authorities and Powers, which are as strictly 
peculiar to God as that of forgiving Sins. As if a Person should 
disown that Christ is omniscient, because Omniscience is an 
Attribute of God alone; and yet confess his Omnipotence, which 
is an Attribute equally dzvine. 

But farther, my Lord: Did our Saviour thus designedly 

express himself, lest he should be thought to assume any Power 

which was divine, then it is certain (according to this Opinion) 
that if he had assumed any such Power, or pretended to do what 
was peculiar to God, he had been the Occasion of misleading 
Men into Error. For if this be a plain Reason why he expressed 
himself so as to disown this Power, it is plain that if he had 
owned it, he had been condemned by this Argument, as teaching 
false Doctrine. 

Now if this would have been interpretatively false Doctrine in 
Christ, to take upon himself any Thing that was peculiar to God, 
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the Apostles were guilty of propagating this false Doctrine. For 
there is scarce any known Attribute or Power of God, but they 
ascribe it to our Saviour. They declare him eternal, omnipotent, 
omniscient, &c. Is it not a true Notion, that God alone can 
create, and is Governor of the Universe? Yet the Apostles ex- 
pressly assure us of Christ, that a// Things were created by him, 
and that God hath put all Things in Subjection under his Feet. 
’Tis very surprising that your Lordship should exclude Christ 
from this Power of forgzving Sins, though he has expressly said 
he could forgive Sins, because such a Power belongs only to 
God : When it appears through the whole Scripture, that there 
is scarce any divine Power which our Saviour himself has not 
claimed, nor any Attribute of God but what his Apostles have 
ascribed to him. They have made him the Cveator, the 
Preserver, the Governor of the Universe, the Author of eternal 
Salvation to all that obey him; and yet your Lordship tells us, 
that he did not pretend to forgive Sins, because that was a Power 
peculiar to God. 

Here is then (to speak in your Lordship’s elegant Style) an 
zmmovable Resting-place for your Laity to set their Feet upon ; 
here is an Argument that will last them for ever: They must 
believe that our Saviour did not forgive Sins, decause this was a 
Power that belonged to God, though the Scriptures assure us, 
that every other divine Power belonged to Christ. That is, they 
must believe, that though our Saviour claimed all divine Powers, 
yet not this divine Power, Jecause it is a divine Power. And, my 
Lord, if they have the common Sense to believe this, they may 
also believe, that though our Saviour took human Nature upon 
him, yet that he had not a human Soul, because it is proper to 
Man. They may believe, that any Person who has all kingly 
Power, cannot remit or reprieve a Malefactor, decause it is an 
Act of kingly Power to do it; or that a Bishop cannot suspend 
any Offender of his Diocese, because it is an Act of episcopal 
Power to do it. All these Reasons are as strong and demonstra- 
tive, as that Christ who claimed all divine Powers, could not 
forgive Sins, decause it was a divine Power. 

Lastly, In this Argument your Lordship has plainly declared 
against the Divinity of Christ, and ranked him in the Order of 
Creatures. Your Lordship says, Christ did not forgive Sins, 
because it is God alone who can forgive Sins ; as plain an Argu- 
ment as can be offered, that in your Lordship’s Opinion Christ 
is not God: For if you believed him, in a true and proper Sense, 
God, how could you exclude him from the Power of forgiving 
Sins, decawse God alone can forgive Sins? It is inconsistent with 
Sense and Reason to deny this Power to Christ because it is a 
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divine Power, but only because you believe him not to be a 
divine Person. If Christ was God, then he might forgive Sins, 
though God alone can forgive Sins: But you say, Christ cannot 
forgive Sins, because God alone can forgive Sins ; therefore it is 
plain, that, according to your Lordship’s Doctrine, Christ is not 
truly, or in a proper Sense, God. 

Here, my Lord, I desire again to appeal to the common Sense 
of your Laity ; let them judge betwixt the Scriptures and your 
Lordship. The Scriptures plainly and frequently ascribe all 
divine Attributes to Christ: They make him the Creator and 
Governor of the World ; God over all, blessed for ever. Yet 
your Lordship makes him a Creature, and denies him such a 
Power, because it belongs only to God. 

You yourself, my Lord, have allowed him to be absolute Ruler 
over the Consciences of Men; to be an arbitrary Dispenser of 
the Means of Salvation to Mankind ; than which Powers, none 
can be more divine: And yet you hold, that he cannot forgive 
Sins, because Pardon of Sin can only be the Effect of a divine 
Power. 

Is it not equally a divine Power (even according to your Lord- 
ship), to rule over the Consciences of Men, to give Laws of Salva- 
tion, and to act in these Affairs with an uncontrollable Power, 
as lo forgive Sins ? 

My Lord, let their common Sense here discover the Absurdity 
(for I must call it so) of your new Scheme of Government in 
Christ’s Kingdom. Christ is absolute Lord of it, (according to 
yourself) and can make or unmake Laws relating to it; can 
dispense or withhold Grace as he pleases in this spiritual King- 
dom, all which Powers are purely divine; yet you say he cannot 
forgive Sins, though every express Power which you have allowed 
him over the Consciences of Men, be as truly a dzvine Power as 
that of forgeving Sins. Has not Christ a proper and personal 
Power to give Grace to his Subjects? Is he not Lord over their 
Consciences? And are not these Powers as truly appropriated 
to God? And has not your Lordship often taught them to be 
so, as that of Forgiveness of Sins? Is it not as much the Pre- 
rogative of God to have any natural intrinsic Power, to confer 
Grace, or any spiritual Benefit to the Souls of Men, as to forgive 
Sins? Has not your Lordship despised all the Administrations 
of the Clergy, because God’s Graces can only come from himself, 
and are only to be received from his own Hands? The Conclu- 
sion therefore is this, either Christ has a personal intrinsic Power 
to confer Grace in his Kingdom, or he has not; if you say he 
has not, then you are chargeable with the Collusion of making 
him a King in a spiritual Kingdom, where you allow him no 
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spiritual Power: If you say he has, then you fall into this Con- 
tradiction, that you allow him to have divine Powers, though he 
cannot have divine Powers; that is, you allow him to give Grace, 
though it is a divine Power, and not to forgzve Sins, because it is 
a divine Power. My Lord, I wish your Laity (if there be any to 
whom you can render it intelligible) much Joy of such profound 
Divinity. Or if there are others who are more taken with your 
Lordship’s Sincerity, I desire them not to pass by this following 
remarkable Instance of it: Your Lordship has here as plainly 
declared, as Words can consequentially declare any Thing, that 
you do not believe Christ to be God, yet profess yourself Bishop 
of a Church, whose Liturgy in so many repeated Testimonies 
declares the contrary Doctrine, and which obliges you to express 
your Assent and Consent to such Doctrine. My Lord, I here 
call upon your Szucerzty ; either declare Christ to be perfect 
God, and then show why he could not /forgzve Sins ; or deny 
him to be perfect God, and then show how you can sincerely 
declare your Assent and Consent to the Doctrine of the Church 
of England. 

This, my Lord, has an Appearance of Prevarication, which 
you cannot, I hope, charge upon any of your Adversaries, who if 
they cannot think, that to be sincere is the only Thing 
necessary to recommend Men to the Favour of God, yet may 
have as much, or possibly more Sincerity, than those who do 
think so. 

Before I take Leave of your Lordship, I must take Notice of 
a Resting-place, a strong Retreat, a lasting Foundation, 1.e., a 
Demonstration in the strictest Sense of the Words, that all Church- 
Communion is unnecessary. 

Your Lordship sets it out in these Words : 

lam not now going to accuse you of a Heresy against Charity, 
but of a Heresy against the Possibility and Nature of Things. As 
thus, Mr. Nelson (for Instance) thinks himself obliged in Con- 
sctence to communicate with some of our Church. Upon this you 
declare he hath no Title to God’s Mercy ; and you and all the 
World allow, that if he communicates with you whilst his Con- 
sctence tells him tt is a Sin, he ts self-condemned, and out of God’s 
Favour. That Notion (viz. the Necessity of Church-Communion) 
therefore, which implies this great invincibe Absurdity, cannot be 
true. 

Pray, my Lord, what is this wondrous Curiosity of a Demon- 
stration, but the common Case of an erroneous Conscience ? Did 
the strictest Contenders for Church-Communion ever teach, that 
any Terms are to be complied with against Conscience? But it 
is a strange Conclusion to infer from thence, that there is no 
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Obligation to Communion, or that all Things are to be held in- 
different, because they are not to be complied with against one’s 
Conscience. 

The Truths of the Christian Religion have the same Nature 
and Obligation, whatever our Opinions are of them, and those 
that are necessary to be believed, continue so, whether we can 
persuade ourselves to believe them or not. I suppose your Lord- 
ship will not say, that the Articles of Faith and necessary Insti- 
tutions of the Christian Religion, are no other ways necessary, 
than because we believe them to be so, that our Persuasion is 
the only Cause of the Necessity ; but if their Necessity be not 
owing merely to our Belief of them, then it is certain that our 
Disbelief of them cannot make them less necessary. If the Ordi- 
nances of Christ, and the Articles of Faith are necessary, because 
Christ has made them so, that Necessity must continue the same, 
whether we believe and observe them or not. 

So that, my Lord, we may still maintain the Necessity of 
Church-Communion, and the strict Observance of Christ’s Ordi- 
nances, notwithstanding that People have different Persuasions 
in these Matters, presuming ‘hat our Opinions can no more alter 
the Nature or Necessity of Christ’s Institutions, than we can 
believe Error into Truth, Good into Evil, or Light into Darkness. 
I shall think myself no Hevetzc against the Nature of Things, 
though I tell a consczentzous Socinian, that the Divinity of Christ 
is necessary to be believed, or a consczentious /ew, that it is 
necessary to be a Christian in order to be saved. But if your 
Lordship’s Demonstration was accepted, we should be obliged to 
give up the Necessity of every Doctrine and Institution, to every 
Disbeliever that pretended Conscience. We must not tell any 
Party of People that they are in any Danger for being out 
of Communion with us, if they do but follow their own Persua- 
sion. 

Your Lordship’s zxvenczble Demonstration proceeds thus : 

We must not ensist upon the Necessity of joining with any par- 
ticular Church, because then conscientious Persons will be in Danger 
either Way, for tf there be a Necessity of tt, then there ts a Danger 
af they do not join with tt, and tf they comply against their Con- 
sciences, the Danger is the same. 

What an inextricable Difficulty is here! How shall Divinity 
or Logic be able to relieve us? 

Be pleased, my Lord, to accept of this Solution, in lieu of your 
Demonstration. | 

I will suppose the Case of a conscientious Jew ; I tell him that 
Christianity is the only covenanted Method of Salvation, and 
that he can have no Title to the Favour of Gad, till he professes 
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the Faith of Christ. What, replies he, would you direct me to 
do? If I embrace Christianity against my Conscience, I am out 
of God’s Favour ; and if I follow my Conscience, and continue a 
Jew, I am also out of his Favour. The Answer is this, my 
Lord ; The /ew is to obey his Conscience, and to be left to the 
uncovenanted, unpromised Terms of God’s Mercy, whilst the con- 
scientious Christian is entitled to the express and promised Favours 
of God. 

There is still the same absolute Necessity of believing in 
Christ, Christianity is still the only Method of Salvation ; though 
the sincere /ew cannot so persuade himself; and we ought to 
declare it to all /ews and Unbelievers whatsoever, that they can 
only be saved by embracing Christianity: That a false Religion 
does not become a true one, nor a true one false, in Consequence 
of their Opinions; but that if they are so unhappy as to refuse 
the Covenant of Grace, they must be left to such Mercy as is 
without any Covenant. And now, my Lord, what is become of 
this mighty Demonstration? Does it prove that Christianity is 
not necessary, because the conscientious /ew may think it is not 
so? It may as well prove that the Moon is no larger than a 
Man’s Head, because an honest ignorant Countryman may think 
it no larger. 

Is there any Person of com:mon Sense, who would think it a 
Demonstration that he is not obliged to go to Church, because a 
conscientious Dissenter will not? Could he think it less necessary 
to be a Christian, because a szzcere Jew cannot embrace Chris- 
tianity ? Could he take it to be an indifferent Matter whether 
he believed the Divinity of Christ, because a consczentious 
Socinzam cannot? Yet this is your Lordship’s zzvznczble Demon- 
stration, that we ought not to insist upon the Necessity of 
Church-Communion, because a conscientious Disbeltever cannot 
comply with it. , 

A small Degree of common Sense, would teach a Man that true 
Religion, and the Terms of Salvation, must have the same obli- 
gatory Force, whether we reason rightly about them or not ; and 
that they who believe and practise according to them, are in 
express Covenant with God, which entitles them to his Favour; 
whilst those who are sincerely erroneous, have nothing but the 
Sincerity of their Errors to plead, and are left to such Mercy of 
God, as is without any Promise. Here, my Lord, is nothing 
frightful or absurd in this Doctrine; they who are in the 
Church which Christ has founded, are upon Terms which entitle 
them to God’s Favour; they who are out of it, fall to his 
Mercy. Vee! 

But your Lordship is not content with the Terms of the 
| 5 
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Gospel, or a Doctrine that only saves a particular Sort of People; 
this is a narrow View, not wide enough for your Notions of 
Liberty. Particular Religions, and particular Covenants, are 
demonstrated to be absurd, decause particular Persons may dis- 
believe, or not submit to them. 

Your Lordship must have Doctrines that will save all People 
alike, in every way that their Persuasion leads them to take: 
But, my Lord, there needs be no greater Demonstration against 
your Lordship’s Doctrine, than that it equally favours every 
Way of Worship ; for an Argument which equally proves every 
Thing, has been generally thought to prove nothing; which 
happens to be the Case of your Lordship’s zmportant Demon- 
stration. . | , 

Your Lordship indeed only instances in a particular Person, 
Mr. Nelson; but your Demonstration is as serviceable to any 
other Person who has left any other Church whatever. The 
conscientious Quaker, Muggletonian, Independent, or Socinian, &c., 
has the same Right to obey Conscience, and blame any Church 
that assumes a Power of censuring him, as Mr. /Velson had ; and 
if he is censured by any Church, that Church is as guilty of the 
same Heresy against the Nature of Things, as that Church which 
censured Mr. Velson, or any Church that should pretend to cen- 
sure any other Person whatever. 

I am not at all surprised that your Lordship should teach this 
Doctrine, but it is something strange that such an Argument 
should be obtruded upon the World as an unheard-of Demon- 
‘stratzon, and that in an Appeal to common Sense. Suppose some 
Body or other in Defence of your Lordship, should take upon 
him to demonstrate to the World that there is no such Thing as 
Colour, because there are some People that cannot see; or 
Sounds, because there are some who do not hear them; He 
would have found out the only Demonstratzon in the World that 
could equal your Lordship’s, and would have as much Reason to 
call those Heretics against the Nature of Things, who should dis- 
believe him, and insist upon the Reality of Sounds, as your 
Lordship has to call your Adversaries so. 

For is there no Necessity of Church-Communion, because 
there are some who do not conceive it? Then there are no 
Sounds, because there are some who do not hear them; for it is 
certainly as easy to believe away the Truth and Reality, as the 
Necesstty of Things. 

Some People have only taught us the /xmocency of Error, and 
been content with setting forth its harmless Qualities ; but your 
Lordship has been a more hearty Advocate, and given it a Power 
over every Truth and Institution of Christianity. If we have 
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but an erroneous Conscience, the whole Christian Dispensation is 
cancelled ; all the Truths and Doctrines in the Bible are demon- 
strated to be unnecessary, if we do not believe them. | 

How unhappily have the several Parties of Christians been 
disputing for many Ages, who, if they could but have found out 
this zntelligtble Demonstration (from the Case of an erroneous 
Conscience), would have seen the Absurdity of pretending to 
necessary Doctrines, and insisting upon Church-Communion ; 
but it must be acknowledged your Lordship’s new-znvented 
Engine for the Destruction of Churches ; and it may be expected 
the good Chrestians of no Church will return your Lordship their 
Thanks for it. | 

Your Lordship has thought it a mighty Objection to some 
Doctrines in the Church of England, that the Papists might make 
some Advantage of them: But yet your own Doctrine defends 
all Communions alike, and serve the Jew and Socinzan, &c., as 
much as any other sort of People. Though this sufficiently 
appears, from what has been already said, yet that it may 
be still more obvious to the common Sense of everyone, I 
shall reduce these Doctrines to Practice, and suppose, for 
ence, that your Lordship intends to convert a Jew, a Quaker, or 
Socinian. 

Now in order to make a Convert of any of them, these Pre- 
liminary PROPOSITIONS are to be first laid down according 
to your Lordship’s Doctrine. 

Some Proposztions for the Improvement of true Religion. 

Proposition 1. That we are neither more or less in the Favour 
of God, for living in any particular Method or Way of Worship, 
but purely as we are sincere. Pveserv., p. Qo. | 

Prop. 11, That no Church ought to unchurch another, or 
declare it out of God’s Favour. Pvreserv., p. 85. 

Prop. III. That nothing loses us the Favour of God, but a 
wicked Insincerity. /dzd. 

Prop. \V. That a conscientious Person can be in no Danger for 
being out of any particular Church. Preserv., p. 90. 

Prop. V. That there is no such Thing as any real Perfection or 
Excellency in any Religion, that can justz/y our adhering to it, 
but ¢Haz all is founded in our personal Persuasion ; which your 
Lordship thus proves: When we left the Popish Doctrines, was tt 
because they were actually corrupt ? No; The Reason was, because 
we thought them so. Therefore if we might leave the Church of 
Rome, not because her Doctrines were corrupt, but because we 
thought them so, then the same Reason will justify anyone else, 
in leaving any Church, how true soever its Doctrines are ; and 
consequently there is no such Thing as any rvea/ Perfection or 
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Excellency in any Religion considered in itself, but is v¢gA¢ or 
wrong according to our Persuasions about it. Preserv., p. 85. 

Prop. V1. That Christ is sole King and Lawgzver in his King- 
dom, that no A7en have any Power of Legislation in it; that if we 
would be good Members of it, we must show ourselves Subjects 
of Christ alone, without any Regard to Man’s Judgment. 

Prop. VII. That as Christ’s Kingdom is not of this World, so 
when worldly Encouragements are annexed to it, these are so 
many Divisions against Christ and his own express Word. 
Serm., p. 11. 

Prop. VIII. That to pretend to know the Hearts and Sincerity 
of Men, is Nonsense and Absurdity. Sevm., p. 93. 

Prop. 1X. That God’s Graces are only to be received imme- 
diately from himself. Sevzz., p. 89. 

These, my Lord, are your Lordship’s own Propositions, 
expressed in your own Terms, without any Exaggeration. 

And now, my Lord, begin as soon as you please, either with a 
Quaker, Socinian, or Jew, use any Argument whatsoever to 
convert them, and you shall have a sufficient answer from your 
own Propositions. 

Will you tell the /ew that Christianity is necessary to Salva- 
tion? He will answer from Prop. I. That we are neither more or 
less in the Favour of God for living in any particular Method or 
Way of Worship, but purely as we are sincere. 

Will your Lordship tell him, that the Truth of Christianity is 
so well asserted, that there is no Excuse left for Unbelievers ? 
He will answer from Prop. V. That all Religion ts founded in 
personal Persuasion ; that as your Lordship does not believe that 
Christ 2s come, because he 7s actually come, but because you think he 
zs come ; so he does not disbelieve Christ because he is not actually 
come, but because he thinks he is not come. So that here, my 
Lord, the /ew gives as good a Reason why he is not a Christian, 
as your Lordship does why you are not a Papist. 

If your Lordship should turn the Discourse to a Quaker, and 
offer him any Reasons for embracing the Doctrine of the Church 
of England, you cannot possibly have any better Success; any- 
one miy see from your Proposztzons, that no Argument can be 
urged, but what your Lordship has there fully answered. For 
since you allow nothing to the Truth of Doctrines, or the 
Excellency of any Communion as such, it is demonstrable that 
no Church or Communion can have any Advantage above 
another, which is absolutely necessary in order to persuade any 
sensible Man to exchange any Communion for another. 

Will your Lordship tell a Quaker, that there is any it in 
that particular Way that he is in? 
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He can answer from Prof.I., HI., and 1V. That a consctentious 
Person cannot be in any Danger of being out of any particular 
Church. 

Will your Lordship tell him that his Religion is condemned 
by the universal Church? 

He can answer from Prop. II. That no Church ought to 
unchurch another, or declare tt out of God’s Favour. 

Will you tell him that Christ has instituted Sacraments as 
necessary Means of Grace, which he neglects to observe ? 

He will answer you from Prop. IX. That Gods Graces are 
only to be recetved immediately from himself. And to think that 
Bread and Wine, or the sprinkling of Water, is necessary to 
Salvation, is as absurd, as to think any Order of the Clergy is 
necessary to recommend us to God. 7 

Will your Lordship tell him that he displeases God, by not 
holding several Articles of Faith, which Christ has required us 
to believe ? 

He can reply from Prof. III. That nothing loses us the Favour 
of God but a wicked Instncerity. And from Prop. V. That as 
your Lordship believes such Things, not because they are 
actually to be believed, but because you think so; so he dis- 
believes them, not because they are actually false, but because 
he thinks so. 

Will your Lordship tell him he is insincere ? 

He can reply from Prop. VI. That to assume to know the Hearts 
and Sincerity of Men, is Nonsense and Blasphemy. 

Will your Lordship tell him that he ought to conform to a 
Church established by the Laws of the Land ? 

He can answer from Prop. VIII. That this very Establishment 
is an Argument against Conformity? for as Christ's Kingdom 
2s not of this World, so when worldly Encouragements are annex:d 
to ut, they are so many Dectsions against Christ, and his own 
express Words. And from Prop. VII. That seeing Christ ts sole 
King and Lawgiver in his Kingdom, and no Men have any Power 
of Legislation tn it, they who would be good Members of it, must 
show themselves Subjects to Christ alone, without any Kegard to 
Mean’s Judgment. 

I am inclined to think, my Lord, that it is now demonstrated 
to the common Sense of the Laity, that your Lordship cannot 
urge any Argument, either from the Truth, the Advantage, or 
Necessity of embracing the Doctrines of the Church of England, 
to either Jew, Heretic, or Schismatic, but you have helped him 
to a full Answer to any such Argument, from your own 
Principles. 

Are we, my Lord, to be treated as fopishly affected for 
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asserting some Truths, which the Papists join with us in 
asserting? Is it a Crime in us not to drop some necessary 
Doctrines, because the Papists have not dropped them? If this 
is to be popishly affected, we own the Charge, and are not for 
being such ¢rue Protestants, as to give up the Apostles’ Creed, or 
lay aside the Sacraments, because they are received by the 
Church of Rome. I cannot indeed charge your Lordship with 
being well affected to the Church of Rome, or of England, to the 
Jews, the Quakers, or Socinians ; but this I have demonstrated, 
and will undertake the Defence of it, that your Lordship’s 
Principles equally serve them all alike, and do not give the least 
Advantage to one Church above another, as has sufficiently 
appeared from your Principles. 

I will no more say your Lordship is in the Interest of the 
Quakers, or Socinians, or Papists, than I would charge you with 
being in the Interest of the Church of Augland, for as your 
Doctrines equally support them all, he ought to ask your Lord- 
ship’s Pardon, who should declare you more a Friend to one 
than the other. 

I intended, my Lord, to have considered another very 
obnoxious Article in your Lordship’s Doctrines concerning the 
Repugnancy of temporal Encouragements to the Nature of Christs 
Kingdom ; but the Consistency and Reasonableness of guarding 
this spiritual Kingdom with human Laws, has been defended 
with so much Perspicuity and Strength of Argument, and your 
Lordship’s Objections so fully confuted by the judicious and 
Jearned Dean of Chichester, that I presume this Part of the 
Controversy is finally determined. 

‘I hope, my Lord, that I have delivered nothing here that 
needs any Excuse or Apology to the Laity, that they will not 
be persuaded, through any vain Pretence of Liberty, to make 
themselves Parties against the first Principles of Christianity ; or 
imagine, that whilst we contend for the positive Institutions of 
the Gospel, the Necessity of Church-Communion, or the Excel- 
lency of our own, we are robbing them of their natural Rights, 
or interfering with their Privileges. Whilst we appear in the 
Defence of any part of Christianity, we are engaged for them in 
the common Cause of Christians; and I am persuaded better 
‘Things of the Laity, than to believe that such Labours will 
render either our Persons or Professions hateful to them. Your 
Lordship has indeed endeavoured to give an invidious Turn to 
the Controversy, by calling upon the Laity to assert their 
Liberties, as if they were in Danger from the Principles of 
Christianity. But, my Lord, what Liberty does any 
Layman lose, by our asserting, that Church-Communton is 
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necessary ? What Privilege is taken from them by our teaching 
the Danger of certain Ways and Methods of Religion? Is a 
Man made a Slave because he is cautioned against the Principles 
of the Quakers, against Fanaticism, Popery, or Soctnianism? Is 
he in a State of Bondage because the Sacraments are necessary, 
and none but episcopal Clergy ought to administer them? Is 
his Freedom destroyed because there is a particular Order of 
Men appointed by God to minister in holy Things, and be 
serviceable to him in recommending him to the Favour of God? 
Can any Person, my Lord, think these Things Breaches upon 
their Liberty, except such as think the Commandments a 
Burden? Is there any more Hardship in saying thou shalt 
keep to an episcopal Church, than thou shalt be baptized? Or 
in requiring People to receive particular Sacraments, than to 
believe particular Books of Scripture to be the Word of God? 
If some other Advocate for the Laity should, out of Zeal for 
their Rights, declare that they need not believe one-half of the 
Articles in the Creed, if they would but assert their Liberty, he 
would be as true a Friend, and deserve the same Applause, as 
he who should assert the Necessity of Church-Communion is 
inconsistent with the natural Rights and Liberties of Mankind. 


I am, my Lorp, 
Your Lordship’s most 
Humble Servant, 


William Law. 


Postscript. 


HOPE your Lordship will not think it unnatural or 
impertinent, to offer here a Word or two in Answer to 
some Objections against my former Letter. _ 

To begin with the Doctrine of the uninterrupted 

~“ Succession of the Clergy. _ _ 
I have, as I think, proved that there is a divine Commission 
required to qualify any one to exercise the priestly Office, and 
that seeing this divine Commission can only be had from such 
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particular Persons as God has appointed to give it, therefore it 
is necessary that there should be a continual Succession of such 
Persons, in order to keep up a commissioned Order of the 
Clergy. For if the Commission itself be to descend through 
Ages, and distinguish the Clergy from the Laity; it is certain 
the Persons who alone can give this Commission, must descend 
through the same Ages, and consequently an uninterrupted 
Succession is as necessary, as that the Clergy have a divine 
Commission. Take away this Succession, and the Clergy may 
as well be ordained by one Person as another; a Number of 
Women may as well give them a divine Commission, as a 
Congregation of any Men; they may indeed appoint Persons to 
officiate in holy Orders, for the Sake of Decency and Order; but 
then there is no more in it, than an external Decency and Order; 
they are no more the Priests of God, than those that pretended 
to make them so. If we had lost the Scriptures, it would be 
very well to make as good Books as we could, and come as near 
them as possible; but then it would be not only Folly, but 
Presumption, to call them the Word of God. But I proceed 
to the Objections against the Doctrine of an uninterrupted 
Succession. 

First, It is said, that there is no mention made of it in 
Scripture, as having any Relation to the Being of a Church. 

Secondly, That it is subject to so great Uncertainty, that if it 
be necessary we cannot now be sure we are in the Church. 

Thirdly, That it is a popish Doctrine, and gives them great 
Advantage over us. 

I begin with the frst Objection, that there is no mention made 
of it in the Scriptures, which though I think I have sufficiently 
answered in this Letter, I shall here farther consider. 

Pray, my Lord, is it not a true Doctrine, that ¢he Scriptures 
contain all Things necessary to Salvation? But, my Lord, it is 
nowhere expressly said, that the Scriptures contain all Things 
necessary to Salvation. It is nowhere said, that no other Articles 
of Faith need be believed. Where does it appear in Scripture, 
that the Scriptures were writ by any divine Command? Have 
any of the Gospels or Epistles this Authority to recommend 
them? Are they necessary to be believed, because there is any 
Law of Christ concerning the Necessity of believing them ? 

May I reject this uninterrupted Succession, because it is not 
mentioned in Scripture? And may I not as well reject all the 
Gospels? Produce your Authority, my Lord, mention your 
Texts of Scripture, where Christ as hung the Salvation of Men 
upon their believing that St. Matthew or St. John wrote such a 
Book seventeen hundred years ago. These, my Lord, are 
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Nuceties and Trifles which are not to be found in Scripture, and 
consequently have nothing to do with the Salvation of Men. 

Now if nothing be to be held as necessary, but what is 
expressly required in so many Words in Scripture, then it can 
never be proved that the Scriptures themselves are a standing 
Rule of Faith in all Ages, since it is nowhere expressly asserted, 
nor is it anywhere said, that the Scriptures should be continued 
as a Rule of Faith in all Ages. Is it an Objection against the 
Necessity of a perpetual Succession of the Clergy, that it is not 
mentioned in the Scripture? And is it not as good a one 
against the Wecesszty of making Scripture the standing Rule of 
Faith in all Ages, since it is never said that they were to be 
continued as a standing Rule in all Ages? If Things are only 
necessary for being said to be so in Scripture, then all that are 
not thus taught are equally unnecessary, and consequently it is 
no more necessary that the Scripture should be a fixed Rule of 
Faith in all Ages, than that there should be Bishops to ordain 
in all Ages. 

Again, Where shall we find it in Scripture, that the Sacraments 
are to be continued in every Age of the Church? Where is it 
said that they shall always be the ordinary Means of Grace 
necessary to be observed? Is there any Law of Christ, any 
Text of Scripture, that expressly asserts, that if we leave the 
Use of the Sacraments, we are out of Covenant with God? Is 
it anywhere directly said, that we must never lay them aside, 
or that they will be pezpetually necessary ? No, my Lord, this is 
a WVicety and Trifle not to be found in Scripture: There ts no 
Stress laid there upon this Matter, but upon Things of a quzte 
different Nature. 

I now presume, my Lord, that every one who has common 
Sense plainly sees, that if this Succession of the Clergy is to be 
despised, because it is not expressly required in Scripture; it 
undeniably follows, that we may reject the Scriptures, as not 
being a standing Rule of Faith in all Ages, we may disuse the 
Sacraments, as not the ordinary Means of Grace in all Ages; 
since these are no more mentioned in the Scriptures, or expressly 
required, than this uninterrupted Succession. 

If it be a good Argument against the necessity of episcopal 
Ordainers, that it is never said in Scripture that there shall 
always be such Ordainers ; it is certainly as conclusive against 
the Use of the Sacraments in every Age, that it is nowhere said 
in Scripture they shall be used in al// Ayes. 

If no Government or Order of the Clergy is to be held as 
necessary, because no such Necessity is asserted in Scripture ; it 
is certain, this concludes as strongly against Government, and the 
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Order itself, as against any particudar Order. For it is no more 
said in Scripture that there shall be an Order of Clergy, than 
that there shall be any particular Order; therefore if this Silence 
proves against any particular Order of Clergy, it proves as much 
against Order ztself. 

_ Should therefore any of your Lordship’s Friends have so much 
Church-Zeal, as to contend for the Necessity of some Order, 
though of no particular Order ; he must fall under your Lord- 
ship’s Displeasure, and be proved as mere a Dreamer and Trefier, 
as those who assert the Necessity of episcopal Ordination. For 
if it be plain that there need be no efzscopal Clergy, because it is 
not said there shall a/ways be episcopal Clergy ; it is undeniably 
plain that there need be zo Order of the Clergy, since it is 
nowhere said, there shall be az Order of Clergy: Therefore who- 
ever shall contend for an Order of Clergy, will be as much 
condemned by your Lordship’s Doctrine, as he that declares for 
the episcopal Clergy. 

The Truth of the Matter is this; if nothing is to be esteemed 
of any Moment, but counted as mere Trzfe and Necety among 
Christians, which is not expressly required in the Scriptures; 
then it is a Trifle and Nzcety, whether we believe the Scriptures 
to be a standing Rule of Faith in all Ages, whether we use the 
Sacraments in all Ages, whether we have any Clergy at all, 
whether we observe the Lord’s Day, whether we baptize our 
Children, or whether we go to public Worship; for none of 
these Things are expressly required in so many Words in Scrip- 
ture. But if your Lordship, with the rest of the Christian World, 
will take these Things to be of Moment, and well proved, because 
they are founded in Scripture, though not in express Terms, or 
under plain Commands; if you will acknowledge these Matters 
to be well asserted, because they may be gathered from Scripture, 
and are confirmed by the universal Practice of the Church in all 
Ages, (which is all the Proof that they are capable of,) I do not 
doubt but it will appear, that this successive Order of the Clergy 
ts founded on the same Evidence, and supported by as great 
Authority, so that it must be thought of the same Moment with 
these Things by all unprejudiced Persons. : 

For, my Lord, though it be not expressly said, that there shall 
always be a Succession of Episcopal Clergy, yet it is a Truth 
founded in Scripture itself, and asserted by the universal Voice 
of Tradition in the first and succeeding Ages of the Church. 

It is thus founded in Scripture: There we are taught that the 
Priesthood is a posttive Institution; that no Man can take this 
Office unto himself; that neither our Saviour himself, nor his 
Apostles, nor any other Person, however extraordinarily endowed 
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with Gifts from God, could, as such, exercise the priestly Office, 
till they had God’s express Commission for that Purpose. Now 
how does it appear, that the Sacraments are positive Institutions, 
but that they are consecrated to such Ends and Effects, as of 
themselves they were no way qualified to perform? Now as it 
appears from Scripture that Men, as such, however endowed, 
were not qualified to take this Office upon them without God's 
Appointment ; it is demonstratively certain, that Men so called 
are as much to be esteemed a fosztive Institution, as Elements 
so chosen can be called a poszteve Institution. All the personal 
Abilities of Men conferring no more Authority to exercise the 
Office of a Clergyman, than the natural Qualities of Water to 
make a Sacrament: So that the one Institution is as truly 
positive as the other. 

Again, The Order of the Clergy is not only a fosztzve Order 
instituted by God, but the different Degrees in this Order are of 
the same Nature. For we find in Scripture, that some Persons 
could perform some Offices in the Priesthood, which neither 
Deacons nor Priests could do, though those Deacons and Priests 
were inspired Persons, and Workers of Miracles. Thus Tzmothy 
was sent to ordain Elders, because none below his Order, who 
was a Bishop, could perform that Office. Peter and John laid 
their Hands on baptized Persons, because neither Priests nor 
Deacons, though Workers of Miracles, could execute that Part of 
the sacerdotal Office. 

How can we imagine that the Apostles and Bishops thus 
distinguished themselves for nothing? That there was the same 
Power in Deacons and Priests to execute those Offices, though 
they took them to themselves? No my Lord; if three Degrees 
in the Ministry are instituted in Scripture, we are obliged to 
think them as truly distinct in their Powers, as we are to think 
that the Priesthood itself contains Powers that are distinct from 
those of the Laity. It is no more consistent with Scripture, to 
say that Deacons or Priests may ordain, than that the Laity are 
Priests or Deacons. The same divine Institution making as 
truly a Difference betwixt the Clergy, as it does betwixt Clergy 
and Laity. oy 

Now if the Order of the Clergy be a divine posztzve Institution, 
in which there are different Degrees of Power, where some alone 
can ordain, &c., whilst others can only perform other Parts of the 
sacred Office; if this (as it plainly appears) be a Doctrine of 
Scripture, then it is a Doctrine of Scripture, that there is a 
Necessity of such a Succession of Men as have Power to ordain. 
For do the Scriptures make it necessary that Tzsothy (or some 
Bishop) should be sent to Ephesus to ordain Priests, because the 
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Priests who were there could not ordain? And do not the same 
Scriptures make it as necessary, that Tz#othy’s Successor be the 
only Ordainer, as well as he was in his Time? Will not Priests 
in the next Age be as destitute of the Power of ordaining, as 
when Timothy was alive? So that since the Scriptures teach, 
that Tzmothy, or Persons of his Order, could a/one ordain in that 
Age, they as plainly teach, that the Successors of that Order can 
alone ordain in any Age, and consequently the Scriptures plainly 
teach a Necessity of an episcopal Succession. 

The Scriptures declare there is a Necessity of a divine Com- 
mission to execute the Office of a Priest ; they also teach, that 
this Commission can only be had from particular Persons: 
Therefore the Scriptures plainly teach, there is a Necessity of a 
Succession of such particular Persons, in order to keep up a truly 
commissioned Clergy. 

Suppose when Tzmothy was sent to Ephesus to ordain Elders, 
the Church had told him, We have chosen Elders already, and 
laid our Hands upon them; that if he alone was allowed to 
exercise this Power, it might seem as if he alone had it ; or that 
Ministers were the better for being ordained by his particular 
Hands; and that some Persons might imagine they could have 
no Clergy, except they were ordained by him, or some of his 
Order; and that seeing Christ had nowhere made an,express 
Law, that such Persons should be necessary to the Ordination of 
the Clergy ; therefore they rejected this Authority of Tz:othy, 
lest they should subject themselves to WVzcetzes and Trifles. 

Will your Lordship say, that such a Practice would have been 
allowed of in the Afheszans ? Or that Ministers so ordained 
would have been received as the Ministers of Christ? If not, 
why must such Practice or such Ministers be allowed of in any 
After ages? Would not the same Proceeding against any of 
Tzmothys Successors have deserved the same Censure, as being 
equally unlawful? If therefore the Scripture condemns all 
Ordination but what is episcopal, the Scriptures make a Succes- 
sion of episcopal Ordainers necessary. So that I hope, my Lord, 
we shall be no more told that this isa Doctrine not mentioned 
in Scripture, or without any Foundation in it. 

The great Objection to this Doctrine is, that this epéscopal 
Order of the Clergy is only an apostolical Practice; and seeing 
all apostolical Practices are not binding to us, surely this need 
not. 

In Answer to this, my Lord, I shall first shew, that though 
all apostolical Practices are not necessary, yet some may be 
necessary. Secondly, That the divine unalterable Right of 
Episcopacy is not founded merely on apostolical Practice. 





the Bishop of Bangor. 77 


To begin with the jirst; The Objection runs thus, 4 
apostolical Practices are not unalterable or obligatory to us, there- 
Jore no apostolical Practices are. This, my Lord, is just as 
theological, as if I should say all Scripture-Truths are not 
Articles of Faith, or Fundamentals of Religion, therefore no 
Scripture-Truths are: Is not the Argument full as just and 
solid in one Case as the other? May there not be the same 
Difference between some Practices of the Apostles and others, 
that there is betwixt some Scripture Truths and others? Are 
all Truths equally important that are to be found in the Bible ? 
Why must all Practices be of the same Moment that were 
apostolical ? Now if there be any Way, either divine or human, 
of knowing an Article of Faith, from the smallest Truth, or most 
indifferent Matter in Scripture, they will equally assist us in 
distinguishing what apostolical Practices are of perpetual Obliga- 
tion, and what are not. But it is a strange Way of Reasoning, 
that some People are fallen into, who seem to know nothing of 
Moderation, but jump as constantly out of one Extreme into 
another, as if there was no such Thing as a middle Way, or any 
such Virtue as Moderation. Thus either the Church must have 
an absolute uncontrolable Authority, or none at all; we must 
either hold aé/ apostolical Practices necessary, or zone at all. 

Again, If no apostolical Practzces can be unalterable, because 
all are not, then no apostolical Doctrines are necessary to be 
taught in all Ages, because all apostolical Doctrznes are not ; and 
we are no more obliged to teach the Death, Satisfactzon, and 
Resurrection of Jesus Christ, than we are obliged to forbid the 
eating of Blood and Things strangled. If we must thus blindly 
follow them in all their Practices, or else be at Liberty to leave 
them in all, we must for the same Reason implicitly teach all 
their Doctrines, or else have a Power of receding from them all, 

For if there be any Thing in the Nature of Doctrines, in the 
Tenor of Scripture, or the Sevse of Antiquity, whereby we can 
know the Difference of some Doctrines from others, that some 
were occasional temporary Determinations, suited to particular 
States and Conditions in the Church, whilst others were such 
general Doctrines as would concern the Church in all States and 
Circumstances ; if there can be this Difference betwixt apostolical 
Doctrines, there must necessarily be the same Difference betwixt 
apostolical Practices, unless we will say, that their Practzces, were 
not suited to their Doctrines. For occasional Doctrines must 
produce occasional Practzces. 

Now may we not be obliged by some Practices of the Apostles, 
where the Nature of the Thing, and the Consent of Antiquity, 
shews it to be equally necessary and important in all Ages and 
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Conditions of the Church, without being tied down to the strict 
Observance of every Thing which the Apostles did, though it 
plainly appears that it was done upon accidental and mutable 
Reasons? Can we not be obliged to observe the Lord’s Day 
from apostolical Practice, without being equally obliged to /ock 
the Doors where we are met, because in the Apostle’s Time they 
locked them for Fear of their Enemies. 

My Lord, we are to follow the Practices of the Apostles, as we 
ought to follow every Thing else, with Dzscretzon and Judgment, 
and not run headlong into every Thing they did, because they 
were Apostles, or yet think that because we need not practise 
after them in every Thing, we need do it in nothing. We best 
imitate them, when we act upon such Reasons as they acted 
upon, and neither make their occaszonal Practices perpetual Laws, 
nor break through such general Rules as will always have the 
same Reason to be observed. 

If it be asked how we can know what Practices must be 
observed, and what may be laid aside? I answer, as we know 
Articles of Faith from lesser Truths ; as we know occasional Doc- 
trines from jerpfetual Doctrines; that is, from the Nature of 
the Things, from the Tewor of Scripture, and the Zestzmony of 
Antiquity. 

Secondly, It is not true, that the dzvzne unalterable Right of 
Episcopacy is founded merely upon apostolical Practice. 

We do not say that Episcopacy cannot be changed merely 
because we have apostolical Practice for it, but because such is 
the Nature of the Christian Priesthood, that it can only be con- 
tinued in that Method, which God has appointed for its Continu- 
ance. Thus Episcopacy is the only instituted Method of 
continuing the Priesthood ; therefore Episcopacy is unchangeable, 
not because it is an apostolical Practice, but because the Nature 
of the Thing requires it: A positive Institution being only to be 
continued in that Method which God has appointed ; so that it 
is the Nature of the Priesthood, and not the apostolical Practice 
alone, that makes it necessary to be continued. The apostolical 
Practice indeed shews, that Episcopacy is the Order that is 
appointed, but it is the Nature of the Priesthood that assures us 
that it is uzalterable: And that because an Office which is of no 
Significancy, but as it is of divine Appointment, and instituted 
by God, can no otherwise be continued, but in that Way of Con- 
tinuance which.God has appointed. . 

The Argument proceeds thus: The Christian Priesthood is a 
divine positive Institution, which as it could only begin by the 
divine Appointment, so it can only descend to After-ages in such 
a Method as God has been pleased to appoint. | | : 
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The Apostles (and your Lordship owns, Christ was in a// that 
they did*) instituted Episcopacy a/one, therefore this Method of 
Episcopacy is unalterable, not because an afostolical Practice 
cannot be laid aside, but because the Priesthood can only 
descend to After-ages in such a Method as is of divine 
Appointment. 

So that the Question is not fairly stated, when it is asked 
whether Episcopacy, being an apostolical Practice, may be laid 
aside? But it should be asked, whether an instituted particular 
Method of continuing the Priesthood be not necessary to be con- 
tinued ? Whether an appointed Order of receiving a Commission 
from God be not necessary to be observed, in order to receive a 
Commission from him? If the Case was thus stated, as it ought, 
to be fairly stated, anyone would soon perceive, that we can no 
more lay aside Episcopacy, and yet continue the Christian Priest- 
hood, than we can alter the Terms of Salvation, and be in Covenant 
with God. 

I come now, my Lord, to the second Objection, That this un- 
interrupted Succession ts subject to so great Uncertainty, that if tt 
be necessary, we can never say that we are in the Church. 

I know no Reason, my Lord, why it is so uncertain, but 
because it is founded upon Azstorical Evidence. Let it therefore 
be considered, my Lord, that Christianity itself is a J/atter of 
Fact only conveyed to us by historical Evidence: That the Canon 
of Scripture is only made known to us by fezstortcal Evidence ; 
that we have no other Way of knowing what Writings are the 
Word of God ; and yet the Truth of our Faith, and every other 
Means of Grace depends upon our Knowledge and Belief of the 
Scriptures. Must we not declare the Necessity of the Succession 
of Bishops, because it can only be proved by hzstorical Evidence, 
and that for such a long Tract of Time? 

Why then do we declare the Belief of the Scriptures necessary 
to Salvation? Is not this equally putting the Salvation of Men 
upon a Matter of Fact, supported only by Azstorical Evidence, and 
making it depend upon Things done seventeen hundred Years 
ago? Cannot héstorical Evidence satisfy us in one Point, as well 
as in the other? Is there any Thing in the Nature of this Suc- 
cession, that it cannot be as well asserted by Azstorzcal Evidence, 
as the Truth of the Scriptures? Is there not the same bare 
Possibility in the Thing itself, that the Scriptures may in some 
important Points be corrupted, as that this Succession may be 
broke? But is this any just Reason why we should believe, or 
fear, that the Scriptures are corrupted, because there is a physical 
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Possibility of it, though there is all the Proof that can be required 
of the contrary? Why then must we set aside the Necessity of 
this Succession from a bare Posstbzlity of Error, though there is 
all the Proof that can be required, that it never was broken, but 
strictly kept up? 

_ And though your Lordship has told the World so much of the 
Improbability, Nonsense, and A bsurdity of this Succession, yet I 
promise your Lordship an Answer, whenever you shall think fit 
to show, when, or how, or where, this Succession broke, or seemed 
to break, or was /zkely to break. 

And till then, I shall content myself with offering this Reason 
to your Lordship, why it is morally zmposstble it ever should have 
broken in all the Term of Years, from the Apostles to the 
present Times. 

The Reason is this ; it has been a received Doctrine in every 
Age of the Church, that no Ordination was valid but that of 
Bishops: This Doctrine, my Lord, has been a constant Guard 
upon the epzscopal Succession; for seeing it was universally 
believed that Bishops a/one could ordain, it was morally tmpossible 
that any Persons could be received as Bishops, who had not been 
so ordained. 

Now is it not ovally timposszble that in our Church anyone 
should be made a Bishop without efzscopal Ordination ? Is there 
any Possibility of forging Orders, or stealing a Bishopric by any 
other Stratagem ? No, it is sorally impossible, because it is an 
acknowledged Doctrine amongst us, that a Bishop can only be 
ordained by Bishops. Now as this Doctrine must necessarily 
prevent anyone being a Bishop without epzscopal Ordination in 
our Age, so it must have the same Effect in every other Age as 
well as ours; and consequently it is as reasonable to believe that 
the Succession of Bishops was not broke in any Age since the 
Apostles, as that it was not broke in our own Kingdom within 
these forty Years. For the same Doctrine which preserves it 
forty Years, may as well preserve it forty hundred Years, if it 
was equally believed in all that Space of Time. That this has 
been the constant Doctrine of the Church, I presume your Lord- 
ship will not deny; I have not here entered into the historical 
Defence of it; this, and indeed every other Institution of the 
Christian Church, has been lately so well defended from the 
ecclesiastical Records by a very excellent and judicious Writer.* 

We believe the Scriptures are not corrupted, because it was 
always a received Doctrine in the Church, that they were the 
standing Rule of Faith, and because the Providence of God may 
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well be supposed to preserve such Books as were to convey to 
every Age the Means of Salvation. The same Reasons prove 
the great Improbability that this Succession should ever be 
broken, both because it was always against a received Doctrine to 
break it, and because we may justly hope the Providence of God 
would keep up his own Institution. 

I must here observe, that though your Lordship often exposes 
the Impossibility of this Succession, yet at other times, even you 
yourself, and your Advocates, assert it. Thus.you tell us, Taz 
the Papisis have one regular Appointinent or uninterrupted Suc- 
cesston of Bishops undefiled with the touch of Lay-hands.* 

Is this Succession then such an zmprobable impossible Thing, 
and yet can your Lordship assure us that it is at Rome, that 
though it be seventeen hundred Years old there, yet that it is a 
true one? Is it such Adsurdity, and Nonsense, and every Thing 
that is rzdzculous, when we lay Claim to it; and yet can your 
Lordship assure us that it is not only possible to be, but actually 
is in Being, in the Church of Rome; What Arguments or 
Authority can your Lordship produce, to shew that there is a 
Succession there, that will not equally prove it to be here? 

You assert expressly, that there is a true Succession there; 
you deny that we have it here; therefore your Lordship must 
mean, that we have not episcopal Ordination when we separated 
from the Church of Rome. And here the Controversy must rest 
betwixt you and your Adversaries, whether we had episcopal 
Ordination then; for as your Lordship has expressly affirmed 
that there is this uninterrupted Succession in the Church of 
Rome, it is impossible that we should want it, unless we had not 
episcopal Ordination at the Reformation. 

Whenever your Lordship shall please to appear in Defence of 
the Wag’s-Head Story, or any other Pretence against our epis- 
copal Ordination when we departed from Rome, we shall beg 
Leave to shew ourselves so far true Protestants, as to answer 
any Pofish Argument your Lordship can produce. 

Here let the common Sense of the Laity be once more appealed 
to: Your Lordship tells them that an uninterrupted Succession is 
improbable, absurd, and morally speaking, zmposszble, and, for 
this Reason, they need not trouble their Heads about it; yet in 
another Place you positively affirm, that this true uwuxznterrupted 
Succession is actually in the Church of Rome: That is, they are 
to despise this Succession, because it never was, or ever can be; 
yet are to believe that it vead/y is in the Romzshk Church. My 
Lord, this comes very near saying and unsaying, to the great 
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Diversion of the Papists. Must they not laugh at your Lord- 
ship’s Protestant Zeal, which might be much better called the 
Spirit of Popery? Must they not be highly pleased with all 
your Banter and Ridicule upon an uninterrupted Succession, 
when they see you so kindly accept theirs: And think it only 
Nonsense and Absurdity when claimed by any other Church? 
Surely, my Lord, they must conceive great Hopes of your 
Lordship, since you have here rather chosen to contradict your- 
self, than not vouch for their Succession: For you have said it 
is morally zmposszble, yet afirm that it is with them. 

The third Objection against this unzntferruptead Succession is 
this, that it is a Popzsh Doctrine, and gives Papists Advantage 
over Us. 

The Objection proceeds thus, We must not assert the Necessity 
of this Succession, because the Pafzsts say it is only to be found 
with them. I might add, because some mighty zealous Pro- 
lestants say so too. 

But if this be good Argumentation, we ought not to tell the 
Jews, or Dezsts, &c., that there is any Necessity of embracing 
Christianity, because the Pafists say Christians can only be 
saved in their Church. 

Again, we ought not to insist upon a true Faith, because the 
Papists say that a true Faith is only in their Communion. So 
‘that there is just as much Popery in teaching this Doctrine, as in 
asserting the Necessity of Christianity to a /ew, or the Necessity 
of a right Faith to a Socznzan, &c. 

I shall only trouble your Lordship with a Word or two 
concerning another Point in my former Letter. I there proved 
that your Lordship has put the whole of our Title to God’s 
Favour upon Sincerity, as such, independent of every Thing 
else. That no Purity of Worship, no Excellence of Order, no 
Truth of Faith, no Sort of Sacraments, no Kind of Institutions, 
or any Church, as such, can help us to the least Degree of 
God’s Favour, or give us the smallest Advantage above any 
other Communion. And consequently, that your Lordship has 
set sincere Jews, Quakers, Socinzans, Muggletonians, and all 
Heretics and Schismatics, wpon the same Bottom, as to the 
Favour of God, with sincere Christians. 

Upon this, my Lord, I am called upon to prove that these 
several Sorts of People can be sincere in your Account of 
Sincerity. To which, my Lord, I make this Answer, Either 
there are some sincere Persons among /ews, Quakers, Socinians, 
or any kind of Heretics and Schzsmatics, or there are not; if 
there are, your Lordship has given them the same Title to God’s 
Favour, that you have to the sincerest Christians; if you will 
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say there are nc are no sincere Persons amongst any of them, then 
your Lordship damns them all in the Gross ; for surely Corrup- 
tions in Religion, professed with Insincerity, will never save 
People. 

I have nothing to do to prove the Sincerity of any of them; 
if they are sincere, what I have said is true ; if you will not 
allow them to be sincere, you condemn them all at once. 

Again, I humbly supposed a Man might be sincere in his 
veligtous Opinions, though it might be owing to some ill Habits, 
or something criminal in himself, that he was fallen into such or 
such a Way of thinking. But it seems this is all Contradiction ; 
and no Man can be sincere, who has any Faults, or whose Faults 
have any /ujfluence upon his Way of thinking. 

Your Lordship tells all the Dzssenters, that they may be easy 
if they are sincere ; and that it is the only Ground for Peace and 
Satisfaction. But pray, my Lord, if none are to be esteemed 
sincere, but those who have no Faults, or whose Faults have no 
Influence upon their Persuasions, who can be assured that he is 
sincere, but he that has the least Pretence to it, the proud 
Pharisee? If your Lordship, or your Advocates, were desired 
to prove your Sincerity, either before God or Man, it must be 
for these Reasons, because you have no ill Passions or Habits, 
no faulty Prejudices, no past or present Vices, that can have any 
Effect upon your Minds. My Lord, as this is the only Proof 
that any of you could give of your own Sincerity, in_this 


Meaning of it, so the very pretence to it, would prove the Want 
of it. 
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My Lord, 


BEG leave to trouble your Lordship and the World once 
more with my Remarks upon the Doctrines you have 
lately delivered. Your Sermon and Preservative I have 
already considered in the most impartial manner I could; 
and shall now examine your Answer to the Representa- 

tion of the Learned Committee, both as it is an Answer to that, 
and as it contains Opinions contrary to the fundamental Articles 
of Christianity. 

I have less need of excusing to your Lordship this third 
Address, since you can so easily acquit yourself from the Trouble 
of making any Reply to whatever comes from me. It seems I 
have too small a Reputation to deserve your Notice; but if the 
Dean of Chichester would but declare for the Doctrines delivered 
zn my Letters,and put but a little of his Reputation upon the 
zssue, then, you say, you would submit to the Employment of ‘an 
Answer.* 

My Lord, I readily confess that I have neither Reputation nor 
Learning, nor any Title to recommend me to your Lordship’s 
Notice ; but I must own, that I thought the very want of these 
would, in your Opinion, qualify me to make better Enquiries 
into Religious Truths, and raise your Esteem of me as a 
Correspondent in these Matters. For you expressly declare, 
that zf Learning or Literature zs to be interested in this Debate, 
then the most learned Man has certainly a Title to be the Universal 
Judge.t So that no Man ought to shew any Regard to Learnzng, 
as a Qualification in religious Disputes, unless he will own that 
the most learned Man has a Title to be a Pope, or as you 
express it, the Universal Judge. Yet your Lordship, in spite of 
this Protestant Doctrine so lately delivered, has despised and 
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overlooked all my Opinions in Religion merely for my want of 
Character and Learning, and has promised to undertake the 
needless Task of examining those Opinions with another Gentle- 
man, merely upon account of his Character and Reputation. So 
that though it is perfect Popery, and making the most learned 
Man the universal Judge, to allow anything to Learning; yet 
your Lordship is so true a Protestant, and pays so great a Regard 
to.Learning, that you will not so much as examine a Doctrine 
with a Person of no Character for Learning. 

Again you say ; Nothing has been seen to administer so many 
Doubts and Differences (in Religion) as Learning,* and that none 
are seen to be less secure from Error than learned Men. 

Now is it not strange, my Lord, that after this noble Declara- 
tion against Learning, as the greatest Cause of Doubts and 
Differences, this extraordinary Preference given to /gnorance, as 
a more likely Guide to Truth, you should despise anyone as 
below your Notice in religious Disputes, because he wants chat 
Learning which so blinds the Understanding ? Can you ascribe 
thus much Honour to Learning, which in your Opinion does so 
much Dishonour to Religion ? Will you zzterest those Qualities 
in this Debate, which if they are allowed to have any /vterest in 
it, will make the Man of the greatest Abilities the Onzversal 
Judge. 

Again, As a farther Reason why you have taken no notice of 
me, you say, as considerable a Writer as Mr. Law 1s, I hope the 
Committee, as a Body, are much more considerable in the Dean’s 
Eyes; Lam sure, they are in mine: And the Dean himself, I have 
thought a much more considerable writer than Mr. Law, and so 
have spent all my time upon A/zm and the Committee. 

Now, .my Lord, though I readily acknowledge this to be 
exceeding true, and have so far at least a just Opinion of myself, 
as to be afraid to be compared to much less Persons than the 
Dean, or any of the learned Committee, yet, my Lord, this 
Reason, which, if urged by anyone else, might pass for a good 
one, cannot be urged by you, without contradicting a principal 
Doctrine maintained in your Answer to the Representation. For 
there you bid us look into the Popish Countries; and see whether 
one illiterate honest Man be not as capable of judging for himself 
zn Religion, as all their \earned Men united; even supposing them 
met together in a General Council, with all possible Marks of 
Solemnity and Grandeur.t 

Here we see a Person merely for his want of Literature made 
as good a Judge in Religion, as a General Council of the most 
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learned Men, acting with the utmost Solemnity. We see a 
Council in its utmost Perfection contemptuously compared to, 
and even made less considerable than a private illiterate Person. 
And this we may fairly suppose was intended to shew your 
Contempt of the English Convocation. But a few Weeks after, 
when you had another Design in your Head, you tell us to this 
purpose, that you disregarded the Writings of a single Person of 
no Figure in the learned World, to pay your respect to the 
Committee as a Body, which, as such,is much more considerable 
in your Eyes. So that here an z//:terate Person is made a great 
Judge in Religion in regard to a Body of learned Men, because 
he is illiterate ; and here that same Person is made of no Con- 
sideration in Points of Religion in regard to a Body of learned 
Men, merely because he is private and illiterate. 

It wll be of no Advantage to your Lordship, to say that you 
have only replied to the Dean, in relation to me; in the same 
Words that he used to you, in relation to Mr. Sykes. 

For, my Lord, that Reply might be proper enough from the 
Dean, if he judged right of Mr. Sykes’s Performance ; it being 
very reasonable to overlook an Adversary that has neither 
Truth, Abilities, or Reputation to support his Cause. 

But though this might be right in the Dean, who pays a true 
Regard to the Authority and Learning of great Men, yet it 
cannot be defended by your Lordship. For though my Learn- 
ing or Reputation were ever so low, they are so far from unquali- 
fying me for Religious Enquiries, that if you would sincerely 
stand to what you have said, you ought, for the want of these 
very Accomplishments, to esteem me the more, and even choose 
me out as a Correspondent in this Debate. 

But however, without any farther Regard to the Opinion your 
Lordship has either of me or my Abilities, I shall proceed to 
the most impartial Examination of your Book that I possibly 
can. 


Of the Nature of the Church. 


O begin with your Lordship’s Description of a Church ; 
The number of Men, whether small or great, whether 
dispersed or united, who truly and sincerely are Subjects 
to Christ alone in Matters of Salvation* 
The learned Committee calls this your Lordship’s 
Description of a Church. 
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Your Lordship | answers ; ¥ wonder oe hear this called my 
Description of A Church ; whereas I pretend, in those Words to 
describe no other, but The Universal Invisible Church. /¢ ts a@ 
Description, not of A Church, 2” our modern way of speaking ; but 
of The Church, the Invisible Church of Christ.* 

May not we also wonder, my Lord, that you should so describe 
The Church, that it will not bear being called A Church? If I 
should say it is a Description of no Church, I have your Lord- 
ship’s Confession, that it is not 4 Church; so that it is something 
betwixt a Church and no Church, that is, it is The Church. 

Suppose, my Lord, somebody or other should have a mind to 
be of your Church, if he betakes himself to A Church, he is 
wrong; you do not mean A Church, but The Church. Your 
Lordship owns that this is not a Description of a Church in the 
modern way of speaking ; I humbly presume to call upon your 
Lordship to shew that it is a Description according to the ancient 
way of speaking. To call the Number of Believers the Invisible 
Church, is a way of speaking, no more to be found in the Scrip- 
tures, than the Company of Pre-Adamites. 

There is, no doubt of it, an Invisible Church, z.e., a Number of 
Beings that are in Covenant with God, who are not to be seen 
by human Eyes; and we may be said to be Members of this 
Investble Church, as we are entitled to the same Hopes and 
Expectations. But to call the Number of Men and Women who 
believe in Christ and observe his Institutions, whether dispersed 
or united in this visible World, to call these The /nvzszble Church, 
is as false and groundless, as to call them the Order of Axgeds, 
or the Church of Sevaphims. The Profession of Christians is as 
visible as any other Profession, and as much declared by visible 
external Acts. And it is as proper to call a Number of Men 
practising Law or Physic,an Invisible Society of Lawyers and 
Physicians, as to call the Church on Earth the /zviszb/e Church. 
For all those Acts and Offices which prove People to be Christians, 
or the Church of Christ, are as visible and notorious, as those 
which prove them to be of any particular secular Employment. 
Would it be proper to call the Number of /ufidels and /dolaters 
the Invisible Church of the Devil? Are they not visibly under 
the Dominion of the Powers of Darkness? Are they not visibly 
out of Christ’s Church? Must it not therefore be as visible who 
is in this Church, as who is not in it? 

If anyone should tell us that we are to believe /zvzszble Scrip- 
tures, and observe /zvzszb/e Sacraments, he would have just as 
much Reason and Scripture of his side, as your Lordship has 
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for this Doctrine. And it would be of the same Service to the 
World to talk of these /zvzszbzlzties, if the Canon of Scripture 
was in dispute, as to describe this /nvzszb/e Church, when the 
Case is, with what Vzszb/e Church we ought to unite. 

Our Saviour himself tells us, that the Kingdom of Heaven is 
like unto a Net that was cast into the Sea, and gathered of every 
kind , which, when it was full, they drew to shore and sat down, 
and gathered the good into Vessels, but cast the bad away. And 
then says, so shall it be at the end of the World.* 

This, my Lord, is a Description of the State of Christ’s Church 
given us by himself. Is there anything in this Description that 
should lead us to take it for an /xvzszble Kingdom, that consists 
of one particular sort of People zzvzszb/y united to Christ? Nay, 
is it not the whole Intent of this Similitude to teach us the con- 
trary, that his Kingdom is to consist of a Mixture of good and 
bad Subjects till the End of the World? The Kingdom of © 
Christ is said here to gather its Members, as a Net gathers all 
kinds of Fish; it is chiefly compared to it in this respect, because 
it gathers of al/ kinds ; which I suppose is a sufficient Declara- 
tion, that this Kingdom consists of Subjects good and bad, as 
that the Net that gathers of every kind of Fish, takes good and 
bad Fish. Let us suppose that the Church of Christ was this 
Invisible Number of People united to Christ by such internal 
invisible Graces; is it possible that a Kingdom consisting of this 
one particular sort of People zxvzszbly good, should be like a Net 
that gathers of every kind of Fish? If it was to be compared to 
a Net, it ought to be compared to such a Net, as gathers only of 
one kind, vzz. good Fish and then it might represent to us a 
Church that has but one sort of Members. 

But since Christ who certainly understood the Nature of his 
own Kingdom, has declared that it is like a Net that gathers of 
every kind of Fish ; it is as absurd to say, that it consists only of 
one kind of Persons (vzz., the invisibly good) as to say, that the 
Net which gathers of every kind, has only of one kind in it. 
Farther ; when it was full they drew it to shore, and gathered the 
good into Vessels, but cast the bad away ; so shall tt be at the end 
of the World. Now as it was the bad as well the good Fish 
which filled the Ve¢, and the Church is compared to the Med in 
this respect ; so it is evident that bad Men as well as good are 
Subjects of this Kingdom. And I presume they are Members 
of that Kingdom which they fill up, as surely as the Fish must 
be in the Net before they can fill it. All these Circumstances 
plainly declare that the Church or Kingdom of Christ shall 
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consist of a Mixture of good and bad People to the End of 
the World. 

Again ; Christ declares that the Kingdom of Heaven ts like to 
a certain King which made a marriage for his Son, and sent his 
Servants out into the High-ways, who gathered together all as 
many as they found, both good and bad, and the Wedding was 
filled with Guests.* 

Nothing can be more evident than that the chief Intent of 
this Parable is to shew that the Church of Christ is to be a 
Mixture of good and bad People to the end of the World. It is 
like a Feast where good and bad Guests are entertained ; but can 
it be like such a Feast if only the zuvzszb/y virtuous are Members 
of it? If the Subjects of this Kingdom are of one znvistble kind, 
how can they bear any Resemblance to a Feast made up of all 
kinds of Guests? Nay, what could be thought of, more unlike 
to this Kingdom, if it was such a Kingdom as you have repre- 
sented it ? 

How could our blessed Saviour have more directly guarded 
against such a Description of his Kingdom as your Lordship has 
given us, than he has done in these Parables? He compares it 
to a Quantity of good and bad Fish in a Net, to a Number 
of good and bad Guests at a feast. Are there any Words that 
could more fully declare his Meaning to be, that his Kingdom 
consisted of good and bad Subjects? Could anyone more 
directly contradict this Account of our Saviour, than by saying 
that his Kingdom is an invisible Kingdom consisting of a par- 
ticular sort of People invisibly virtuous ? 

Your Lordship professes a mighty Regard for the Scriptures, 
and a great Dislike to all Doctrines that are not delivered there; 
pray, my Lord, produce but so much as ome Text of Scripture ; 
tell us the Apostle or Evangelzst that ever declared the Number 
of Believers whether dispersed or united on Earth, to be the 
Universal Invisible Church ; shew us any one Passage in Scrip- 
ture which teaches us, that none are of the Church of Christ, but 
those who have such /nvzsible Virtues, and cannot be known to 
be so. 

There is as much Authority from Scripture to prove that the 
Church is a Kingdom without any Subjects, as that they are only 
of it, who have such Invisible Graces. And it is as easy to 
prove from those sacred ae that neither Christ or his 
Apostles were ever Vzszb/e on Earth, as that the Number of 
People on Earth who believe in Christ constitute the Jzvzs¢ble 
Church. 
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In the Parables above mentioned it is out of all doubt that our 
Saviour describes his Universal Kingdom or Church: It is also 
certain that the Uzzversal Invisible Church, which you call 
Christ’s Church, cannot be this Unzversal Church that is made 
up of a Mixture of good and bad Members. I therefore beg of 
your Lordship to let us know where Christ has taught us, that 
he has two Universal Churches on Earth ; for if you cannot shew 
that he has declared that he has these two Universal Churches, 
you must allow that this which you have described, is a Church 
of your own setting up, not only without any Authority, but even 
against the express Word of Scripture. 

Your Lordship says that the Doctrines which the Learned 
Committee have condemned, if they be of that evil Tendency, 
must be so erther with Regard to the Universal Invisible Church, 
made up of all those who sincerely in their Hearts belteve in Christ ; 
or with respect to the Universal Visible Church made up of all, who 
in all Countries (whether sincerely or tnsincerely) openly profess to 
believe in Christ; or wtth respect to some particular Visible 
Church,* 

It may be justly expected, my Lord, that you should shew us 
some Grounds for this Distinction. Where does our blessed 
Lord give us so much as the least Hint that he has founded two 
Universal Churches on Earth? Did he describe his Church by 
halves when he likened it to a Nez full of all kinds of Fish? 
Has he any where let us know that he has another Universal 
Kingdom on Earth besides this, which in the Variety of its 
Member is like a /Ve¢ full of all sorts of good and bad Fish. 

Let your Lordship, if you can, shew any Subtilties in Popery 
which are more of human Invention, or more contrary to 
Scripture than this refined Distinction. The Opus Operatum in 
the Sacraments, the zemporal Satisfactions for Sins, Works of 
Supererogatzon, or any of the nicest Arts of /esuztzsm, are not less 
founded in Scripture than this nice Distinction, of injuring either 
the Universal Invisible, or the Universal Visible, or a particular 
Visible Church, Yor, my Lord, the Church of Christ is as truly 
one and the same Church, as the Sacrament of Baptism is one 
and the same Baptism ; and he no more instituted several sorts 
of Churches, than he instituted several kinds of Baptism. 

Pray, my Lord, therefore be no longer angry at Human Arts 
in Religion; why may not Popery have its Peculiarities in 
Doctrine as well as your Lordship; the Church of Rome, with 
all its Additions and Corruptions, and pompous Ornaments, is 
as much like the Church as it was in the Afostles’ Times, as your 
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Invisible Church is like that which Christ declared to be his 
Church. When they set out the Church as /xfallible, they do 
but veason like your Lordship, when you describe it as Jzvzszble. 

That there are good and bad Church-men, is past all doubt; 
but that People are of the Church by means of /uviszble Virtues, 
is as false, as that only good Men came to the Feast in the 
Gospel. We are assured that many are called, but few are chosen, 
z.é., that many shall be made Members of Christ’s Church, but 
few shall be saved; and who these few are that truly work out 
their Salvation, may be zzvzszble to us; but those many that 
were called, that is, who were in the Church, though they did 
not live up to all the Intents of Church-Communion, yet were 
as truly of the Church, as the bad Fish were really in the Net. 

But to proceed ; I shall Illustrate this Reply of your Lordship 
concerning an Unzversal Visible, and Universal Invisible, and 
particular Visible Church, with the following Instances. 

Let us suppose any one was charged with writing against the 
Sacraments ; if he should with your Lordship reply, that this 
Charge against him must either relate to the Unzversal Vtszble 
Sacraments, or Unzversal [nveseble Sacraments, or particular 
Vistble Sacraments, he would have just as much Screpture or 
Reason to support that Distinction, as your Lordship has for 
dividing the Church into Untversal Visible, and Universal 
Invisible, and particular Vestble. For the Profession of Chris- 
tianity, or Church-Membership, is as external and visible a 
thing, as the Sacraments are external visible Institutions. So 
that it is as contrary to Scripture, and as mere an human Inven- 
tion to make Pretence of an Universal Invisible Church, when 
the Dispute is concerning Christ’s Church on Earth, as it is to 
have recourse to /nviszble Sacraments, if the Question was con- 
cerning Christ's Sacraments. 

They are both equally external and visible ; and as the Sacra- 
ments may be received without any spiritual Advantage, so 
Persons may be of the Church and yet not be saved. And as 
the Sacraments are not less Sacraments, though they may not 
convey the designed Benefits to the Receiver ; so neither are 
such a Number of People not of the Church, though they do not 
obtain that Salvation which is the intended Consequence of 
Church-Communion. 

Your Lordship cannot give any one Reason for introducing this 
Distinction with Regard to the Church, which will not equally 
hold for the same Distinction in Regard to the Sacraments ; and 
there is exactly the same Quakery and Fanaticism in one Doctrine 
as the other. 

For as they are the Sacraments which chiefly constitute the 
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Church, so no Distinctions or Divistons can with any tolerable 
Propriety be applied to the Church, but such as may be also 
applied to the Sacraments, that constitute the Church. And 
therefore the Terms Unzversal and Particular, Visible and 
Invisible, have no more to do with Christ’s Church which he has 
instituted in ¢thzs World, than with the two Sacraments which he 
also instituted, Baptism, and the Supper of the Lord. 

Again, If anyone was accused of writing against the Christian 
Revelation, he might answer with your Lordship, if this Accusa- 
tion be true, it must be so either with regard to God’s Universal 
Viszble Revelation in all the Cazonzcal Books, or with Regard to 
his Onzversal Invisible Revelation whereby he speaks inwardly to 
all szzcere People, or with respect to some particular Part of his 
visible Revelation. Let all the World judge, whether if a Person 
so accused should make this Reply, it would not plainly appear, 
either that he was a downright Axzhuszast, or a crafty Dealer in 
Cant and artificial Words. I am sure your Lordship cannot 
shew that you have more Authority to divide the Church on 
Earth into Onzversal Visible, and Universal Invisible, and par- 
ticular Visible, than he had to divide the Christian Revelation 
into Vzszble and Jnvistble. Neither was it less to the purpose for 
such a one to talk of /zvzszb/e Scriptures, if he was accused of 
denying the Gospel of St. John, than it is for your Lordship 
under your present Accusation to have recourse to the /zvzsible 
Church; but your Lordship will find no Advantage in this 
Retreat. 

Again ; Suppose a Person was charged with writing Treason 
against the Government, and in his Defence should thus distin- 
guish; The Treason that I am charged with against the Govern- 
ment, must relate either to Universal Government in this World, 
orto Universal Government in the other World, or to some par- 
ticular Government in this World. 

It would be as zugenuous, as senccre, and as pertinent for a 
Person thus accused to talk of Governments that had no relation 
to the Case, but in his own Imagination, as for your Lordship tn 
the present Dispute to talk of Universal Visible, and Universal 
Invisible, and particular Visible Churches. For besides this, that 
there is no Foundation for such a Distinction, yet if there was 
such an Invisible Church, how is it possible your Lordship 
should hurt it? How is it possible the Learned Committee 
should mean to charge you with injuring it? They might as 
well think your Lordship capable of forming a Design to arrest 
a Party of Spirits, as to attack an Invisible Church that neither 
you nor they know anything of, or where to find. . 

Your Lordship saith, That if you have unjustly laid anything 
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down in this Description of the Invisible Church, to the Prejudice 
or Injury of any Particular Visible Church, you acknowledge 
that tt is your part to answer for tt.* 

I believe it appears already that your Lordship has a great 
deal to answer for upon this Head ; and I shall now farther shew, 
that you have set up this /mvistble Church in Opposition to a// 
other Churches whatever. This will appear from the following 
Passage in your Sermon; This Inquiry will bring us back to the 
Jjirst, which ts the only true Account of the Church of Christ or 
Kingdom of Christ in the Mouth of a Christian, viz. the Number 
of Men whether small or great,t &c. 

We have your Lordship’s Confession that you only here 
pretend to describe the Umnzversal Invisible Church of Christ ; 
you also here plainly declare, that zt zs the only true Account of 
Christ's Church or Kingdom in the Mouth of a Christzan. 

Is not this, my Lord, expressly declaring, that any other 
Account of Christ’s Church is not a true one ; for you say this 
is the only true one? Is it not directly affirming that any other 
Description of Christ’s Church cannot become the Mouth of a 
Christian ; for you say that this is the only true one in the Mouth 
of a Christtan ? So that if we call the Universal Visible Church, 
the Church of Christ, we give a false Account of Christ’s 
Church, and such a one as is unfit for the Mouth of a Christian. 

Could your Lordship have thought of anything more shocking, 
than to say that the Description of your /nvzszble Church ts the 
only true Account of Christ’s Church, and fit for the Mouth of a 
Christian, when our Saviour has given us a quite contrary 
Account of it from his own Mouth? He compares it to a Met 
full of good and bad Fish, to a Feast full of good and bad 
Guests; this surely, my Lord, is not an Account of your 
Invisible Church, where there are only Invisible Members. 
Your Lordship cannot say that Christ has here described the 
Lnvistble Church ; you directly say that your Description of the 
Invisible Church, is the only true Account of Christ’s Church in 
the Mouth of a Christian ; and consequently this Account which 
our Saviour himself has given of his Church, stands condemned 
by your Lordship as a false Account of Christ’s Church unfit for 
the Mouth of a Christian. I appeal to the common Sense of 
every Reader, whether I have laid anything to your Charge, but 
what your own express Words amount to. The short is this; 
If Christ has in these Parables described the Unzversal Church 
as Visible, then it is plain that this Account of Christ’s Church 
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Account of the Invisible Church zs the only true Account of 
Christ's Church in the Mouth of a Christian; so that nothing 
can secure this Account which our Saviour has given of his 
Church from your Lordship’s Censure, but shewing that it is the 
very same Account of the Invisible Church that you have given ; 
which I believe is more than your Lordship will undertake to 
prove ; it being as hard to prove that a Net full of good and 
bad Fish, or a Feast full of good and bad Guests, should repre- 
sent an Invisible Kingdom of only one sort of Subjects, as that 
the Netand Feast, though both ///, should represent a Kingdom 
that had not ove Subject in it. 

If a Fanatic should describe the Christian Sacraments, as 
Spiritual and Invistble Sacraments, and then affirm that that 
was the only true Account of Christian Sacraments in the Mouth 
of a Christian, could we charge him with less than writing 
against a// Sacraments but /xvzszble Sacraments? It is just 
thus far that your Lordship has proceeded against the Axternal 
Viseble Church ; you have declared the Invisible one to be the 
only true Church, fit to be spoken of by a Christian, which I think 
is laying down a Position highly injurious to the Visible Church, 
since it is here condemned as false in the Mouth of a Christian. 

From all this it appears, that the Learned Committee have 
justly disliked your Lordship’s Description of the Church of 
Christ. 

First; As you describe it as an Invisible Church, directly 
contrary to the Scripture Representations of it, as given by our 
Saviour himself. 

Secondly; As it is in Disparagement of the Article of our 
Church, which gives quite another Description of the Church. 

That the Church described in the Avéecle falls under your 
Lordship’s Censure, is very plain. For you declare that your 
Description of the Invisible, is the only true Account of Christ’s 
Church ; therefore the Description in the Article cannot be a 
true one, because it is different from yours, which is the only 
true one. 

Secondly ; You declare that you consider the Church under 
this Description, vis. as /uvisible, because every other Notion of 
it, is made up of inconsistent Images :* Therefore the Account 
of the Church in the Article is thus inconsistent. 

Now what does your Lordship answer here? Only this, chat 
the Article speaks of the Visible Church, azd you speak of the 
Invisible one+ 

This Answer, my Lord, proves the Charge upon you to be 
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just. For since you own that you describe another Church than 
that which is described in the Article, and expressly affirm that 
your Account of this other Church is the only true Account of 
Christs Church in the Mouth of a Christian; you plainly 
declare that the other Church is a false one in the Mouth of a 
Christian. Yet your Lordship rests satisfied with this Reply, as 
if you had cleared yourself by it. Whereas this is the very 
Charge itself, That you have described the Church otherwise 
than it is in the Article, and have called this adzferent and new 
Account of it, the on/y true Account of it; and if it be the only 
true one, then that which is given in the Arvtzcle must be a false 
one. 

Your Lordship goes on, The Article declares what wt 1s, that 
makes every such Congregation, the Visible Church of Christ ; and 
I describe what it is that makes every particular Man, a Member 
of Christ’s Universal Invisible Church. The Article describes 
those outward Acts, which are necessary to make a Visible Church; 
and I describe that inward Sincerity, and Regard to Christ him- 
self, which make Men Members of the Invisible Church of Christ. 
And where is the Contradiction contained in all this ?* 

Suppose, my Lord, anyone should affirm that there is a 
Sincere, Invisible Bishop of Bangor, who is the only true Bishop of 
Bangor in the Mouth of a Christian. Would your Lordship think 
here was no Reflection intended upon yourself ? Would you think 
this Account no Contradiction to your Right as Bishop of 
Bangor? Does your Lordship believe such an Assertion could 
come from anyone that owned your Right to your Azshopric, and 
was a Friend to you in it? Would you imagine that nothing 
was meant against you, because the other Bishop was said to be 
Invisible? Your Lordship cannot but know, that though he is 
said to be Invisible, yet if he is the only true Bishop of Bangor zn 
the Mouth of a Christian, then any other Bishop of Bangor, 
whether Vzszble or Invisible, must be a false one in the Mouth of 
a Christian. 

Thus it is your Lordship has dealt with the Vzszble Church; 
you have set another up as the only true Church, and yet think 
all is well: that there is no Contradiction, because you call this 
other an /nvisible Church, whereas if it be the only true Church, 
it contradicts every other Church in the highest Sense. And 
though it does not contradict it as a Vzsib/e Church, yet it does 
as a True Church, which is of more Consequence. 

Your Lordship here puts a Question in favour of the Visible 
Church. Can it be supposed by this learned Body, that a Man's 
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being of the Invisible Church of Christ, is inconsistent with his 
joining himself with any Visible Church 2* 

No, my Lord, it cannot be supposed. It cannot be supposed 
by any Body that a Man's being of the Invisible Church, is in- 
consistent with his joining himself to the Royal Society, or College 
of Phystcians. But pray, my Lord, is this all that your Invisible 
Church will allow of ? Dare your Lordship proceed no farther, 
than only to grant that it is zo Juconststency, no Contradiction for 
a Member of your /nvzszé/e Church to join with any Viszble 
Church? If you would szzcerely shew that you have said nothing 
to the Prejudice of the Vzs¢b/e Church, you ought to declare that 
the Members of your /nuzszble Church, may not only consistently 
join with that which is Visible, but that it is their Duty, and that 
they are ob/zged to join with it in order to be of yours that is 
Invisible. For if you have set up an J/muzsz6le Church, which 
will excuse its Members from being of any that is Visible, then 
you have plainly destroyed it, by making it useless. And it is 
but a poor Apology for it to say, there is no Zuconszstency in 
joining with it, after you have made it needless and unnecessary 
to join with it. And it will be pretty difficult to give a consistent 
Reason, why any Person should join himself to a needless 
Church. 

Your Lordship has here made great Discoveries of the Nature 
of your /mvzstble Church, which appears to have nothing wzszble 
or external in it. 

For first, you declare that the Article describes one Church, 
and you another. But how does this appear? How does your 
Lordship prove this? 1%t. Because the Article declares what it is 
that makes every such Congregation the Visible Church.- Now, 
my Lord, if this shews that the Article does not describe your 
Church, then it is plain that the Article here describes something 
that does not belong to your Church ; for if it egually belonged 
to your Church, it could be no Proof that it did not describe 
your Church. But you expressly say that it describes a different 
Church from yours; therefore it must describe something that 
does not belong to yours. 

Now if that which makes any Congregation the Visible Church, 
be not necessary to make Persons Members of your Church, it 
follows that they may be Members of yours, without being of 
any Vistble Church, 

Again ; Another Reason why the Article does not describe 
your Invisible Church is this ; Because it describes ¢hose outward 
Acts, which are necessary to make a Viseble Church. These out- 
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ward Acts are, the Preaching the pure Word of God, and ad- 
ministering the Sacraments. Now, my Lord, seeing these out- 
ward Acts shew that the Church here described is not your 
Invisible Church, does not this evidently declare that such out- 
ward Acts are not necessary to your Church? For if they did 
equally belong to both Churches, and were alike necessary to 
them, how could they more describe one than another? But 
you Say, it is the mentioning of these outward Acts, that shews 
that your /avzszble Church is not described ; therefore it is plain, 
that you do not include these outward Acts as essential to, your 
Invisible Church, and consequently it is a Church to which neither 
public Worship, nor veszble Sacraments are necessary. For if these 
outward Acts are necessary to your /zvzszble Church, why does 
not your Lordship mention them as such? You own you describe 
what tt zs that makes every particular Man a Member of the 
Invisible Church ; yet you not only take no notice vf these out- 
ward Acts, but say that the Article describes not your Church, 
because it mentions ¢hese outward Acts, which is a Demonstration, 
that these outward Acts do not belong to your Church. 

Farther; When the Learucad Committee has charged your Lord- 
ship with the Omission of preaching the Word and administering 
of the Sacraments, you answer, they might have added, He omits 
likewise the very public Professton of Christianity. And ts not 
the Reason plain? because I was not speaking of the Visible 
Church; to which alone, as such, visible outward Signs, avd 
verbal Professions belong: but of the Universal Invisible 
Church.* 

My Lord, the Reason is very plain, and it is as plain that is 

not a good Reason. For if the preaching of the Word, the 
administering of the Sacraments, and the public Profession of 
Christianity, be necessary to make anyone a Member of your 
Invisible Church, then there was as good Reason to mention 
them in your Description, as if you had been describing the 
Visible Church. 
_ If they are not necessary, then you have set up a Church 
exclusive of the Visible Church. The Case stands thus ; If these 
outward Acts be as necessary to make Persons be of the /nvzszble 
as of the Vzszble Church, then they ought to come equally into 
the Description of both Churches, being equally necessary to 
both : If you say they are not equally necessary, then you must 
allow that there is no Necessity that the Members of your Church 
should be in any external Communion. 

It is therefore no Apology, to say that you describe the 
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Invistble Church, unless you will say that a Man may be of it, 
without any outward Acts, or Communion with any Veszble 
Church. If a Person may be of this /nvzszble Church without 
having anything to do with Visible Sacraments, or Worship ina 
Visible Communion, then you have an Excuse, why you did not 
mention these outward Professtons in your Description of the 
Church; but if he cannot be of this Invisible Communion 
without observing these outward Ordinances, then it was as 
necessary to mention these outward Ordinances in your Account 
of this Church, as if you had been describing a Church, which 
consisted of nothing else but outward Ordinances. 

So that the short of the Case is this; If the Observation of 
external Ordinances be not necessary to make Men Members of 
your /nvestble Church, then indeed there is a plain Reason why 
your Lordship should omit them; and it is also plain, that this 
Doctrine sets aside the Gospel, if this /xwzszble Church, the only 
true Church in the Mouth of a Christzan, be excused from Gospel 
Ordinances. But if these external Ordinances be necessary to 
constitute the Invisible Church, then there was as plain a Reason 
to mention them, in the Description of your Church, as if you 
had been describing the V7zszble Church. 

So that if your Lordship will give a good plain Reason why 
you have omitted these outward Acts, it must be because they 
do not belong to it; for otherwise the calling it Invisible is 
no Excuse, unless it has no occasion for such outward Per- 
formances. 

And indeed this has appeared to be your Doctrine in almost 
every Page, that you set up this /zvzszble Church in Opposition 
to Outward and Vesible Ordinances. For you all along set out 
the Opposition or Difference betwixt the Visible and Invisible 
Church in respect to external Ordinances: Thus the one is 
Visible, because to tt alone belong external Signs, or verbal Pro- 
fessions.* The other is Invisible for the cvwant¢ of these. Yet this 
Invisible Church thus destitute, and even necessarily destitute of 
external Ordinances, is by you called, the only true Church in the 
Mouth of a Christian. 

One may, I acknowledge, easily conceive in one’s Mind a 
Number of People, whose Internal and Invisible Graces may 
entitle them to the Favour of God ; and these may be called an 
Invisible Number, or Congregation, or Church, because it 1s 
Invisible to us where it is, or how great it is. But then, my Lord, 
it is a great Mistake if this Invisible Church is opposed to, or 
distinguished from the Vzszble Church in respect of external 
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Ordinances. For in these things they are both egua//y obliged to 
be Visible. And the Invisible Church is not so called, in Contra- 
distinction to those who attend Vzszj/e Communions, and observe 
external Ordinances, but in Contradtstinction to those who are 
invisibly bad, and are not what their external Profession promises. 
This is the only Wumber of People or Church, which the /zvzszble 
Church is opposed to. For as the Invisible Church intends a 
Number so called, because of their /nzvtsib/e Graces; so this 
Invisibly good Church can be ¢rudy opposed only to the /uveszbly 
bad Church, or such as are not such Persons znwardly, as they 
profess to be outwardly. 

But, contrary to this, your Lordship has all along considered 
and described this /zvzseble Church in Opposition to the Vszd/e, 
and made those outward Acts which are necessary to the Visible 
Church, so many JZarks to distinguish it from that which is 
Invisible. Thus you say, that you were not speaking of the Visible 
Church, to which alone, as such, vistble outward Signs, or verbal 
Professions belong : but of the Universal Inutsible Church.* 

Here you plainly make external Signs, and outward Professions, 
distinguish the Visible from the Invisible Church ; whereas it is 
not /nvzszble in this respect, as being wzthout these external 
Professions, or in Contradzstinction to a Viszble Church ; but it is 
only Invisible in those Graces, which human Eyes cannot per- 
ceive. Thus they are said to be the Invisible Church, because 
they are a Number of Men, who are such zzwardly, as they 
profess to be outwardly. But this shews, that they cannot be so 
called in Contradistinction to outward Professions, since they 
must have an outward Profession themselves before they can be 
inwardly szucere in it; and consequently they are not opposed 
to, or distinguished from a Number of outward Professors, for 
this they are obliged to be themselves, but from a Number of 
outward Professors, who are ot sincere in what they outwardly 
profess. 

If I should describe charitable Men to be an /xvisthle Church 
of Persons sizcerely well affected to Mankind, and this in Contra- 
distinction to others who are externally charitable, and perform 
outward Acts of Love; or if I should describe chaste Men to be 
an /nvisible Church of Persons zxwardly chaste and pure, and 
this in Contradistinction to others externally chaste and visibly 
pure as to outward Acts, 1 should just have the same Authority 
either from Reason or Scripture to set up these /zvisib/e Churches 
of charitable and chaste Men, in Opposition to persons outwardly 
charitable and chaste, as your Lordship has to set up this 
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invisible sincere Church, in Contradtstinction to the visible external 
Church. For, first, this Szzcerity no more makes a Church, than 
Charity and Chastity make a Church, or than Honesty makes a 
Man a Member of a Corporation, or an Officer in the Army; 
these, being private personal Virtues, do not constitute a Church 
or Society, but concern Men, as Men, in every Estate of Life. 

Secondly, Outward Ordinances and V7szdle Professions, are 
as necessary to make Men true Christians, as outward Acts of 
Love and external Purity are necessary to make Men charitable 
or chaste. For Christianity as truly implies external Acts and 
Professions, as Chastity implies outward Purity. 

Now, my Lord, suppose the Question was, whether Adultery 
or Fornication or any other Impurity was lawful, and that the 
World was divided upon this Controversy ; Would he not be an 
excellent Preacher of Chastity, that should never tell us whether 
any or all of these were unlawful, but should pretend to decide 
the Controversy, by telling the World, that chaste Men, are an 
Invisible Church of Persons inwardly pure, and this in Contra- 
distinction to Persons externally pure? Suppose he should tell 
them, that their Title to Chastity did not depend upon their 
being or not being of the Number of any outwardly pure or 
impure Persons, but upon their zzward Purity ; What Apology 
could even Charity itself make for such a Teacher ? 

The Controversy on foot is this; Whether external Com- 
munion with any sort of Fanatics be lawful? Whether it be as 
safe to be in one external visible Communion as in another? 
The Word is divided upon this Subject; and your Lordship 
comes in toend the Controversy. But how? Is it by examining 
the Merits of the contending Parties? Is it by telling us what 
is right and what is wrong in the different Communions? Is it 
by telling us that one external Communion is better than 
another? Is it by shewing us that any is dangerous? Is it by 
directing us, with which we ought to join, or indeed that we 
ought so much as to join with any? No: This right and wrong, 
or good and bad in external Communions, though it was the 
whole Question, is wholly skipped over by your Lordship ; and 
you preach up an Jnviszble Church as the only true Church tn the 
Mouth of a Christian, and this in Contradistinction to all Vestble 
Churches: And only declare, that our Title to God’s Favour 
cannot depend upon our being or continuing in any particular 
Method, but upon our Sincerity. , 

Your Lordship says; 7 have laid down a Description of the 
Universal Invisible Church or Kingdom of Christ.* Your Lord- 
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ship had been as well employed if you had been painting of 
Spirits, or weighing of Thoughts. The main Question, you say, 
ts whether this Description be true and just.™ 

This, my Lord, is not the mazz Question, nor indeed does it 
concern us at all whether your Lordship is ingenious, or not, in 
this Description. 

For suppose your Lordship had been describing an Jzvzseble 
King to the People of Great Britatn,do you think the maim 
Question amongst the Lords and Commons would be, whether 
you had hit off the Description well? No, my Lord, the mazn 
Question would be, To what Ends and Purposes you had set up 
such a King, and what Relation the Subjects of Great Britain 
had to him; whether they might leave their Vzszb/e, and pay 
only an internal Allegiance to your Invisible King? If your 
Lordship should farther describe him as the only true King in 
the Mouth of a Britain, I believe it would be thought but a poor 
Apology to appeal to your fine Painting, that you had described 
him justly, and set him out as J/zvzsz6le. The Application is 
here very easy ; it is a very trifling Question, and only concerns 
your Lordship’s Parts, Whether your Description of your 
Invisible Church be just or not? But it is the Use and the End 
of setting up this Church, which is any Matter of Question to 
us. Your Lordship might erect as many Churches as you 
please, if you did it only for specudatzve Amusement, and to try 
your Abilities in fine Drawing ; but if you pretend to unsettle 
the Christian Church, by your new Buildings, or to destroy the 
Distinction between the Church and Conventzcle, by your Jnveszbles, 
we must beg your Lordship’s Excuse, and can no more admire 
the Beauty or /ustness of your fine Descriptions, than you would 
admire a just Description of an Invisible Diocese, if it was set out 
in order to receive your Lordship. 

You add ; But of this (Description) they (the Committee) have 
not said one word ; but rather chosen to go off to an article of the 
Church of England, which defines not the Unzversal Invisible 
Church. And your Lordship might as well observe, that they 
have not said one word about Plato's Republic. For how they 
should imagine that you were describing an /zvisz0le Church, or 
if they did, why they should trouble their Heads with such a 
Description, is not easily conceived. 

For, my Lord, if it was your primary Intention only to appear 
in Defence of an Universal Invisible Church, what can we con- 
ceive in our Minds more surprising ? What can be more extra- 
ordinary, than that a Visible Bishop at a Vzszé/e Court, should 
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with so much Solemnity preach in Defence of a Church which 
can neither be defended nor injured? Are there any Rights in 
your Invisible Church which can possibly be lost? If not, to 
what purpose does your Lordship come in as a Defender? Can 
the Sight of any Men find it, the Malice of any Men attack it, 
or the Good-will of any Men support it? No: Yet though it is 
as invisible as the Centre of the Earth, and as much out of our 
reach as the S/arvs, yet your Lordship has very pathetically 
preached a Sermon, and published some Volumes, lest this 
Invisible Church, which nobody knows where to find, should be 
run away with. 

Should the same Christian Zeal induce your Lordship to 
appear, at some other solemn Occasion, in the Cause of the 
Winds, your Pains would be as well employed ; for it would be 
as reasonable to desire that they might vzse and d/ow where they 
list, as that an Invisible Church, nowhere to be known or found 
by us at present, may not be injured. 

If therefore the Learned Committee had so far forgot that 
Visible Church of which they are Members, as to have engaged 
with your Lordship about your /zvzszble Church, the Dispute 
would have been to as much purpose, as a Trzal in Westminster 
Hall about the Philosopher's Stone. 

But you complain that they rather chose to go off to an 
Article af the Church of England. My Lord, this is very hard 
indeed, that they should go off to the Church of Axgland, when 
you had an /mvisible Church ready for them; or that this 
Learned Body cannot dispute about Churches, but they must 
needs bring the Church of England into the Question. 

Suppose, as in the above-mentioned Instance, your Lordship 
should lay down a fixe and just Description of your /uveszble 
King of Great Britain, a Number of Tories should, instead of 
examining the Truth of your Description, go off to the Act of 
Settlement, which declares a Vistble King of Britain: This 
would be to use your Lordship just as the Learned Commiuttee 
have done ; who, instead of dwelling upon the Beauty and Just- 
ness of this Description, have gone off to an old Article in the 
Church of Engiand, which indeed only describes an old-fashioned 
Visible Church, as Churches went in the Apostles’ Days: That 
is, a Congregation of faithful Men, in which the pure Word of 
God is preached, and the Sacraments duly administered* 

I am of Opinion, that the Apostolical Church would not have 
thought themselves too /nvisible to be thus described, or that 
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this was too Viszb/e a Description of the Church of Christ to 
take in its sezcere Members. 

Whether therefore your Lordship has given a true Description 
of the J/uzvzstble Church, that is, a Church of Thoughts and 
Sentiments, I shall not consider, but thus much I must observe, 
that it is a very false Description; first, as it pretends to 
describe THE Church,* and the only true Church in the Mouth of 
a Christian. For the Church of Christ, as has been shewn, is as 
truly a Visible external Society, as any Civil or Secular Society 
in the World: And it is no more distinguished from such 
Societies by the /uzvziszbility, than by the Youth or Age of its 
Members, 

The holy consecrated Elements differ from common Bread and 
Wine, but they do not so differ from it, as to cease to be as 
Viseble, as common Bread and Wine. Thus the Holy Catholic 
Church, the Kingdom of Christ, differs from worldly Societies 
and Kingdoms, but not in point of Vzszdzlzty, but in regard to 
the Ends and Purposes for which it is erected, vzs., the eternal 
Salvation of Mankind. 

Secondly, This Description contradicts the nineteenth Article 
of the Church of England. For though it is not set up as another 
Visible Church, so as to contradict it in point of Vzszbilety, yet 
seeing it is described as THE Church, and the only true Church, 
it plainly contradicts it in point of Truth; for if it be the only 
true Church, every other must be a false one. 

Thirdly, This Description is a mere speculative Conjecture, a 
Creature of the Imagination, which can serve no Purposes, but 
is entirely foreign to the present Dispute,and must be so to any 
Dispute which ever can arise between contending Communions. 
It no more serves to inform anyone, whether he should go to the 
Visible Church, or Visible Conventicle, than whether he should 
study the Law or Physic. It may indeed serve to make Persons 
regardless of any Vzszble Church, but can be of no use to them, 
if they desire to know with what Vzszd/e Church they ought to 
join. 

It may now be worth our while to observe, how your Lordship 
came by this Account of Christ’s Kingdom, which you say is the 
only true one. Jesus answered, my Kingdom is not of this World, 
ts the Text to your Sermon. Yousay, you have chosen these Words 
in which our Lord declares the Nature of his Kingdom.+ | 

Now, my Lord, one would imagine, that you hereby mean, 
that our Lord has in ¢hese Words declared what his Kingdom 
is; for without this, it cannot be true that he hath declared the 
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Nature of his Kingdom. Whereas it is so far from being true; 
that he hath in these Words declared what his Kingdom is, that 
he has only, and that in one particular Respect, declared what 
wt zs mot. If he had said that his Kingdom was not a Jewish 
Kingdom, would this. be declaring the Nature of his Kingdom ? 
If a Person should say that his Belief was not the Belief of the 
Church of Exgland, would he in these Words declare the Nature 
of his Beltef ? Would it not still be uncertain whether he was au 
Arian or Socenian, or something different from them both? Thus 
our Saviour’s saying that his Kzngdom ts not of this World, no 
more declares the Nature of his Kingdom, than a Person by 
saying such a one was not his Son, would in these Words declare 
how many Children he had. 

My Kingdom is not of this World, are very indeterminate 
Words, and capable of several Meanings, if we consider them in 
themselves. But as soon as we consider them as an Answer to 
a particular Question, they take one determinate Sense. The 
Question was, whether our Saviour was the (Temporal) King of 
the Jews? Jesus answered, my Kingdom is not of this World. 
Now as these Words may signify no more than the Denial of 
what was asked ; as there is nothing in them that necessarily 
implies more, than that he was not a King as the /ewzs/ or other 
Temporal Kings are; as the Question extends the Answer no 
farther than this Meaning; so if we enlarge it, or fix any other 
Meaning to it, it is all human Reasoning, without any Warrant 
from the Text. 

Now, taking the Words in this Sense, what a strange Conclu- 
sion is this that your Lordship draws from it: That because 
Christ said his Kingdom was not a Temporal Kingdom as the 
Jewtskh and other Kingdoms were; therefore his Kingdom is 
Invisible. Is it denied to be a Temporal Kingdom, decause a 
Temporal Kingdom is Visible? If not, it will by no means 
follow, that it must be /#vzszble, because it is said not to be 
Temporal. Must it be in every respect contrary to a Temporal 
Kingdom, because it is said not to be Temporal? Then it must 
have no Subjects, because in Temporal Kingdoms there are 
Subjects ; then there must be no King, because in such King- 
doms there are Kings. I suppose the Sacraments may in a very 
proper Sense be said to be not Temporal Institutions, though they 
are as external and Viszb/e as any thing in the World; and con- 
sequently the Church may be not Temporal in a very proper 
Sense, without implying that it must therefore be /mvestbde. 
Indeed I cannot conceive how your Lordship could have thought 
of a more odd Conclusion, than this which you have drawn from 
them. If you had concluded that because Christ's Kingdom is 
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not a Temporal Kingdom, therefore its Members are all of an 
Age; it had been as well as to say, therefore they are /nvdstbde. 

Nothing can be more surprising, than to see your Lordship 
throughout your whole Sermon describing this Kingdom, with 
all the Accuracy and Exactness imaginable, and even demon- 
Strating every particular Circumstance of its Nature, from this 
little Negative, that it ts not a Temporal. Kingdom. Your Lord- 
ship must be very excellent at taking a Hzm?, or you could never 
have found out this Kzngdom of God so exactly from so small a 
Circumstance. It seems, had this “¢¢/e Text been all the Scrip- 
ture that we had left in the World, your Lordship could have 
revealed the rest by the help of it. For there is nothing that 
relates to this Kingdom, or the Circumstances of its Members, 
but you have purely by the Strength of your Genius, unassisted 
by any other Scripture proved and demonstrated from this single 
Passage. 

If a Foreigner should tell your Lordship, that his House in 
his own Country was not as the Houses are in this Kingdom, 
would it not be very wonderful in your Lordship, to be able to 
demonstrate its Length and Breadth, to tell how many Rooms 
there are on a Floor, and to describe every Beauty and Con- 
venience of the Structure, merely from having been told that it 
was not like the Houses in this Kingdom? But it would not be 
more wonderful, than to see your Lordship describe the Nature 
of Christ’s Kingdom, and explain every Circumstance that 
concerns its Members, from having been told this Negative 
Circumstance. Nor indeed is it much to be wondered, seeing 
you set out upon this bottom, if you give as false an Account of 
Christ’s Kingdom, as you would do of an House, that you only 
knew what it was not. 

Again, you say, As the Church of Christ is the Kingdom of 
Christ, he himself is King; and in this zt 2s implied that he ts 
himself the sole Law-giver to his Subjects, and himself the sole 
Judge of their Behaviour in the Affairs of Conscience and Salva- 
tion.* 

What a pretty fine-spun Consequence is this, to be drawn 
from the above mentioned Text. Your Lordship here advances 
a mere human Speculation founded upon no other Authority, 
than the uncertain Signification of the Words, King and Kingdom ; 
you say it is z# this implied that because Christ is King of his 
Kingdom, he is the sole Law-giver to his Subjects, Pray, my 
Lord, why is it zz this implied? Do the Words, King and 
Kingdom always imply the same thing? Has a King in one 
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Kingdom the same Powers, which every King hath in another 
Kingdom? Has the King of England the same Power, which a 
King of France, or any Sovereign hath in his Kingdom? Would 
it be any reason why the King of Euzgland should be sole Law- 
giver to his Subjects, because there are Kings who are sole Law- 
givers to their Subjects? Now if the word, Kzzg, does not 
necessarily imply the samze Power in every Kingdom, how can 
there be any Conclusion, that decause Christ is King of his 
Kingdom, he is sole Law-giver to his Subjects? Yet your Lord- 
ship’s whole Argument is founded upon this weak and false 
bottom, that the word, AKzzg, is to be taken in one absolute and 
fixed Sense: For you expressly say, it is zz ¢hzs implied, that 
because he is King, he is sole Law-giver. Now it is impossible it 
should be implied zz ¢hzs, unless the word, Kzug, always implies 
the same Power: For if there be any Difference in the Con- 
stitutions of Kingdoms, though they all have Kings, then it is 
plain nothing certain as to the Nature and Condition of any 
Kingdom, can be drawn from its having a King. But your 
Lordship has described the Constitution of Christ’s Kingdom, 
the Circumstances of its Subjects, and in short everything that 
can concern it, as absolutely, and with as much _ Certainty, from 
Christ’s being King of it, as if the word, Azug, had but one 
Meaning, or every King the same Power. 

Again, you tell us; The grossest Mistakes in Judgment, about 
the Nature of Christ's Kingdont or Church, have arisen from hence, 
that Men have argued from other Visible Societies, and other 
Visible Kingdoms of this World, to what ought to be Visible and 
Sensible in his Kingdom. 

Is it thus, my Lord? Are all our gross Errors owing to this 
way of Reasoning ? Howthen comes your Lordship to fall into 
this grossest of Errors? Howcome you to state the very Nature 
of Christ’s Kingdom from the Consideration of Temporal King- 
doms, or Absolute Monarchies? How come you to argue from 
the Relation between a King and his Kingdom, to what ought 
to be in Christ’s spiritual Kingdom? Are not Kings and 
Kingdoms Temporal Institutions? Is not the Relation betwixt 
a King and his Kingdom a Temporal Relation? How then can 
you argue from these Temporal Kingdoms, to anything con- 
cerning Christ’s Kingdom ? Why will your Lordship fall into 
so gross an Error, as to assert that Christ must be so/e Law- 
giver to his Subjects, because there are some Temporal Kzngs 
who are sole Law-givers to their Subjects? Is there any Con- 
sequence in this Argument? Nay, are not all our Errors owing 
to this mistaken way of arguing ? 

The only way to know the Constitution of this Kingdom, is 
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not to reason from what is implied in the Words Az¢ng and 
Kingdom, for they do not imply any fixed, or absolute Sense, but 
from the Laws and Institutions of it, whether they admit of or 
require the Authority of under Magistrates. Thus, if it appears 
that Christ has commissioned others to act in his Name, to 
exercise Authority in his Kingdom, and govern his Subjects in 
such a manner as he has commissioned them to govern; Is it 
any Answer to this, to say that the Church ts a Kingdom, and 
Christ is a King, and consequently sole Law-giver init? Is there 
nothing in this Text, Whatsoever ye shall bind on Earth shall be 
bound in Heaven, &c., because Christ is King of his Church ? 

The whole Scheme of all your Doctrines is raised out of this 
single Text, Jy Kingdom is not of this World ; which certainly 
implies no more, than if Christ had said, / am not the Temporal 
King of the Jews. Let us therefore see how your Lordship’s 
Doctrines appear, if we bring them to the Principle from: whence 
you had them: As thus, Jesus is not the Temporal King of the 
Jews, therefore there is no such thing as Church-Authority, 
no Obligation to join in any particular Communion.  /esus 
is not the Temporal King of the /ews, therefore Adsolutzons, 
Benedictions, and Excommunications are Dreams and Trifées ; 
therefore no Succession or Order of Clergy is better than 
another, 

Jesus is not the Temporal King of the /ews, therefore the 
Invisible Church is the only true Church in the Mouth of a Chris- 
tian ; therefore Sincerity alone, exclusive of any particular 
Communion, is the only Title to God’s Favour. Now if the 
Papists should say, Jesus zs not the Temporal King of the Jews, 
therefore there is a Purgatory, therefore we are to pray to Saints; 
they would shew as much true Logic and Devnity, as your 
Lordship has shewn in the Proof of your Doctrines from the 
above-mentioned Text. And I dare say, that every Reader of 
this Controversy knows, that you have not pretended to any 
other Proof from the Scriptures for your Doctrine, than what 
your Oratory could draw from this single Text. 

This therefore, I hope, every Reader will observe, that all 
which you have advanced against the Universally Received 
Doctrines of Christianity, is only an Harangue upon this single 
Text, which everyone’s common Sense will tell him, contains 
nothing in it that can possibly determine the Cause, which you 
are engaged in. For who can imagine, that it is as well to be a 
sincere Zurk as a sincere Christian, or that a sincere Quaker is as 
much in the Favour of God as a sincere Churchman, because our 
blessed Lord told Pilate, that his Kingdom was not of this 
World ; and that in such a manner, and upon such an occasion, 
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as only to imply that he was not that King which he enquired 
after? Who can conceive that there is no particular Order 
of the Clergy necessary, no Necessity of any particular Com- 
munion, no Authority in any Church, nor any Significancy in the 
sacerdotal Powers, for this reason, because there is a Text in 
Scripture, which denies that Christ was the Temporal King of the 
ews, 

‘ Your Lordship has said much of the Plainness and Simplicity 
of the Gospel, and of its peculiar Fitness to be judged of, by the 
ordinary common Sense of Mankind; you have also interposed 
in this Controversy, to deliver them from the Authority of the 
Church, and turn them loose to the Scriptures. But, my Lord, 
if this Text, J/y Kingdom is not of this World, which seems to 
common Sense to contain only the Denial of a particular Ques- 
tion, contains, as you have pretended, the whole Christian 
Religion ; and every other seemingly plain Part of the Gospel is 
to take its Meaning from this Passage ; if it be thus, my Lord, 
what can we conceive more mysterious than the Scripture? Or 
more unequal to the common, ordinary Sense of Men? 

For how should it come into a plain honest Man’s Head, that 
this Text, which is nothing but the Denzal of a certain Question, 
should be the Key to all the rest of Scripture? How should he 
know that the plainest Texts in Scripture were not to be under- 
stood in their apparent Meaning, but in some Sense or other 
given them from this Text? Thus, when it is said, Go ye and 
disciple all Nations ; and lo Lam with you to the end of the World: 
The first apparent Sense of these Words is this, that as Christ 
promised to be with the Apostles in the Execution of their 
Office, both as to Authority and Power, so he promises the same 
to their Successors, the Bishops, since he could no otherwise be 
with them to the End of the World, than by being with their 
Successors. Now, my Lord, how should an ordinary Thinker 
know that this plain Meaning of the Words was to be neglected, 
and that he was to go to the above-mentioned Text, to learn to 
understand, or rather disbelieve them? For what is there in this 
Text, My Kingdom is not of this World, to shew either that 
Christ did not authorise the Apostles to ordain Successors, who 
should have his Authority, or that the Bishops alone, are not 
such Successors? Is there anything in this Text which can any 
way determine the Nature, the Necessity, or the Significancy of 
such a Succession ? 

Again it is said, that There zs no other Name under Heaven 
given unto Men, whereby they may be saved but Jesus Christ. 
Now how should a Man that has only common Sense imagine, 
that he must reject this plain Meaning of the Words, and believe 
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that a szxcere Turk is as much in the Favour of God as a sincere 
Christian, for this only reason, because Chrest’s Kingdom is not of 
this World? It must not be common ordinary Sense which can 
reason and discover at this rate. 

Lastly, it is said, Whatsoever ye shall bind oun Earth, shall be 
bound in Heaven, &c. Now how shall anyone that has only sober 
Sense find out, that there is nothing at all left in this Text, that 
it only gave something or other to the Apostles, but gives no Autho- 
rity to any Persons now, because the Azzgdom of Chrest 1s not of 
this World. 

Our Saviour told his Disciples, that they were not of this 
World, but is that an Argument that they therefore became 
immediately invisible? Was neither St. Peter, nor St. Paul, &c., 
ever to be seen afterwards? Why then must the Kingdom of 
Christ become immediately invisible, because it is said not to be 
of this World, any more than its first Members were Invisible, 
who were also declared to de not of this World ? 

Had St. Peter or St. Paul no visible Power and Authority 
over the Presbyters and Deacons, because they were not of this 
World? If they had, why may not some Persons have Autho- 
rity over others in Christ’s Kingdom, though 2¢ zs not of this 
World ? 

For our blessed Lord’s saying that his Disciples were not of 
thes World, does as strictly prove that St. Peter and St. Paul had 
no distinct Powers from Presbyters and Deacons, as his saying, 
that Azs Kingdom was not of this World, proves that there is no 
real or necessary Difference betwixt Bishops and Presbyters in 
his Kingdom. And it is as good Logic, to say the Disciples 
of Christ were not of this World, therefore there was no 
Necessity, that some should have been Afostles, and others 
Presbyters, &¢., as to say Christ’s Kingdom is not of this World, 
therefore there is no Necessity that some should be Bishops and 
others Presbyters in it. 

I have been the more particular in examining the Text to 
your Sermon, and bringing your Doctrines close to it, that every 
Reader who has common Sense, may be able to perceive that 
they have no more Relation to that Text from which you would 
be thought to have them, than if you had deduced them from 
the first Verse in the first Chapter of Geneszs. 

And yet thus much every Reader must have observed, that it 
is your Explication of this Text alone, which has led you 
to condemn all that Authority, to censure all those Institutions 
as Dreams and Trifies, which the holy Scriptures, and the first 
and purest Ages of Christianity, have taught us to esteem as 
sacred in themselves, being ordained by God;-and of the 
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reatest Benefit to us, being means of obtaining his Grace, and 
avour, 


Thus far concerning the Nature of Christ’s Church. 





Of Church Authority. 


COME now to consider what your Lordship has delivered 

| upon the Article of Church Authority, as it is invested 

in the Governors of the Church. And here I have 

little else to do, but to clear it from those /alse 

Characters, under which you have been pleased to 
describe it. 

Thus you begin; [f there be an Authority in any to judge, 
censure, or punish the Servants of another Master, in Matters 
purely relating to Conscience and eternal Salvation ; then Christ 
has left behind Judges over the Consciences and Religion of his 
People ; then the Consciences and Religion of his People are subject 
to them whom he has left Judges over them ; and then there is a 
Right in some Christians to determine the Religion and Consctences 
of others. And what ts more, of the Decisions of any Men can be 
made to concern or affect the State of Christ's Subjects with regard 
to the Favour of God, then the Salvation of some Christians depends 
upon the Sentence passed by others.* 

Here is the Sum of what you have advanced from Reason and 
the Nature of the Thing against the Authority of Church 
Governors ; which you would have pass for a strict Proof, that 
if they have any Authority in Matters purely relating to Con- 
science derived to them from Christ, that then their Authority 
can damn or save at pleasure. 

But, my Lord, in this same strict way of Reasoning, and by 
only using your own Words, I will as plainly prove that a 
Father hath not Authority even to send his Children of an 
Lrrand, 

For, ‘If the Christian Religion authorises a Father to judge 
‘the Servants of another Master in Matters purely relating to 
‘ Motion, then Christ has left behind him Judges over the Motzon 
‘of his People, then the A/o¢zon of his People is subjected to them 
‘whom he has left Judges over z¢; and then there is a Righz in 
‘some Christians to determine the J/odzon of others. And what 
‘is more, if the Determinations of any Men can concern or affect 
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‘the State of Christ’s Subjects with regard to J/otzon, then the 
‘ Lives of some Christians depend upon the Determination passed 
‘by others; because they may determine them to move from the 
‘top of a Precipice to the dottom.’ 

Here, my Lord, I freely leave it to the Judgment of common 
Sense, whether I have not in your oz Words proved it as absurd 
and unreasonable, that a Father should have any Power over his 
Son, so as to send him of an Errand, as to allow the Church to 
have Authority in Matters of Conscience and Salvation ; and the 
Consequence, according to your Argument, is egua//y dreadful in 
both Cases: For it is as plain that if Fathers have Authority 
in Matters of J7/otzon, then they may move their Sons to the 
bottom of a Precipice; as that if the Church hath Authority in 
Matters of Salvation, then it may save or damn at pleasure; and 
it is as well proved, that Fathers have no Authority in Matters 
of Motzon, because they have no Authority to command their 
Children to destroy themselves, as that the Church hath no 
Authority in Matters of Conscience and Salvation, because they 
have not an Authority to damn People for ever: For there is 
the same room for Degrees in the Authority of the Church, 
which there is for Degrees in the Authority of Parents ,; and it is 
as justly concluded that Parents have no Authority in Matters 
of any particular Nature, because they have not unlimited 
Authority in things of that partzcular Nature, as that the Church 
hath no Authority in Matters of Conscience and Salvation, 
because it has not an absolute unlimited Authority in ‘hese 
Matters. 

Yet this is the whole of your Argument against Church 
Authority, that it cannot relate to Matters of Conscience and 
Salvation, because an Authority in these Matters, is an absolute 
Authority over the Souls of others; which is just as true, as if 
anyone should declare that a Father hath no Authority in 
Matters purely relating to the Body of his Son, because an 
Authority in these Matters, is an absolute Authority to dispose of 
his Body as he pleases. 

Suppose it should be said, that a father hath Authority over 
his Son in Czvzl Affazrs; Will it be an Argument that he has no 
such Authority, because he has not @//, or an unlimited Authority 
in Civil Affairs? Will it be an Argument that he has no 
Authority in such Matters, because his Son is not wholly and 
entirely subjected to him in such Matters? Has a Father no 
Right to choose an Employment for his Son, or govern him in 
several things of a Czvz/ Nature, because he cannot oblige him 
to resign his Tz¢/e to his Estate, or take from him the Benefit of 
the Laws of the Land? | - 
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If he has an Authority in these Matters, though not @//, why 
cannot the Governors of the Church have an Authority in 
Matters of Conscience, though they have not a//, or an unlimited 
Authority in Matters of Conscience? How does it follow that 
they have no such Authority, because Christians are not wholly 
and absolutely subjected to them in such Matters? Why can 
there not be Bounds to an Authority in Watters of Conscience, is 
well as Bounds to an Authority in Czvzl Affairs? And if a 
Father may have Authority over his Son in Czvid Affairs, though 
that Authority is limited by the Laws of the Land, and the 
superior Authority of the Czvzel Magzstrate ; why may not the 
Church have an Authority in Matters of Conscience and Salva- 
tion, though that Authority is /zmzted by the Scriptures, and the 
supreme Authority of God? 

He therefore who concludes the Church hath no Authority in 
Matters of Sa/vation, because it cannot absolutely save or damn 
People, reasons as strictly, as he who concludes a Person has no 
Authority in Civil Affairs, because he cannot grant or take away 
Civil Privileges of the highest Nature. 

What therefore your Lordship has thus J/ogzcally advanced 
against the Authorety of the Church, concludes with the same 
Force against ad/ Authority in the World. For if the Church 
hath no Authority in Matters of Conscience, for this demonstra- 
tive Reason, because it hath not an uxlimzted Authority in 
Matters of Consctence,; then it is also demonstrated that no 
Persons have any Authority in any parizcular Matters, because 
they have not an absolute unbounded Authority in those particular 
Matters. 

As thus; A Prince hath no Authority to oblige his Subjects to 
make War against such a People, because he hath not an uz- 
limztea Authority to oblige his Subjects to fight where, and when, 
and with whom he pleases. 

A Father has no Authority over the Persons or Affairs of his 
Children, because he cannot dispose of the Persons and Affairs of 
his Children in what manner he will. 

Masters have no Authority to command the Asszstance of their 
Servants, because they cannot oblige them to asszst in a Rebellion 
or Robbery. 

Thus are all these particular Authoritees, as plainly confuted 
by your Argument, as the Authority of the Church is confuted 
by it. 

But now, my Lord, have neither Masters, nor Fathers, nor 
Princes, any Authority in these partzcu/ar Matters, because they 
have no Authority to command at any rate, or as they please in 
these Matters? If they have, why may not the oe of 
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the Church have an Authority in Matters of Conscience, though 
they cannot oblige Conscience at any rate, or as they please? 
Why may not they have an Authority in Matters of Salvation, 
though they have not Power absolutely to damn or save? 

Your Lordship would therefore have done as much Justice to 
Truth, and as much Service to the World, if, instead of calling 
Christians from the Authority of the Church, you had publicly 
declared that neither asters, nor Fathers, nor Princes, have, 
properly speaking, any real Authority over their respective 
Servants, Sons, and Subjects, and that because they are none of 
them to be obeyed but in such and such Circumstances, and upon 
certain supposed Conditions. For you have plainly declared 
there is no Authority in the Church, that it has no power of 
obliging, because we are only to obey upon Terms and certain 
supposed Conditions. If therefore this conditional Obedience 
proves that there is, properly speaking, no Authority in the Church, 
then that conditional Obedience of Servants, Sons, and Subjects, 
proves that neither their (asters, Fathers, or Princes, have any 
Authority properly speaking. 

You say ; [f there be a Power in some OVER others in Matters 
of Religton, so as to determine these others; then all Communions 
are upon an equal foot, without any regard to any intrinsic Good- 
ness; or whether they be right or wrong; then no Religion is in 
ztself preferable to another, but all are alike with respect to the 
Favour of God* 

Now, my Lord, all this might, with as much Truth, be said of 
any other Authority, as of Church Authority. 

As thus; ‘If there be a Power in the Prince, or in some over 
‘others in Matters of War and Fighting, so as to determine 
‘those others ; then all Wars and Fightings are upon an egual 
‘foot, without any regard to any intrinsic Goodness ; or whether 
‘they be vight or wrong, then no Wars or Fightings are in 
‘themselves preferable to others, but all are alike with respect to 
‘the Favour of God.’ 

And now, my Lord, what must we say here? Has the Prince 
no Right or Power to command his Subjects to wage War with 
such a People? Or if he has this Power over them, does this 
make al/ Wars alike ?_ Does this Authority leave nothing to the 
Justice or Equity of Wars, but make all Wars exactly the same 
with regard to the “avour of God’? 

Does this Authority of the Prznmce make all Engagements 
equally lawful to the Subject that engages by his Authority? Is 
he neither ove or Jess in the Favour of God, for whatever Cause 
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he fights in, because he has the Authority of his Prince? Is it 
as pleasing to God that under such Authority he should 
make War upon the /znocent, plunder and ravage the /ather- 
less and Widows, as engage in the Cause of Eguzty and 
Flonour P 

Now, my Lord, if a// Wars are not alike to the Persons who 
are concerned in them, as to the Favour of God; if there can be 
any Cases supposed, where it is not only lawful, but honourable 
and glorious for Soldiers to disobey the Orders of their Prince ; 
then it is past doubt, that Soldiers may and ought to have some 
regard to the ature and /ustice of the Orders they have from 
their Prince. 

But we have your Lordship’s Assurance, that if they may have 
any regard to the ature and Justice of their Orders, then there 
2s an end of all Authority, and an end of all Power of one Man 
over another in such Matters. 

So that you have as plainly confuted a// Authority of the 
Prince over his Soldiers in Matters purely Military, as you have 
confuted all Authority of the Church in Matters purely of Con- 
science. For it is plain to every Understanding, that if there is 
an end of all Authority in Religion, because Persons may have 
some regard to the zztrinstc Goodness of things,* that therefore 
there is an end of all Regal Authority over Soldiers, if Soldiers 
may have any regard to the Vature and /usétece of their Mzletary 
Orders, 

Your Argument against Church Authority consists of two 
Parts ; the first Part is taken from the Vature of Authority, and 
proceeds thus: Jf there be an Authority in Matters of Conscience, 
zt must be an absolute Authority over Conscience, so as to be obeyed 
tn all tts Commands of what kind soever ; which is as false as if 
it were said, that if a Father hath Authority over the Persox of 
his Son, then he hath an adsolute Authority to do what he will 
with his Person ; or if he hath Authority over his Son in Czvel 
Affairs, then he hath an absolute unlimited Authority in the Czvzl 
Affairs of his Son. | 

The other Part of your Argument, is taken from the Vature 
of Obedience, and proceeds in this manner: /f Persons may have 
some regard to the intrinsic Goodness of things in Religion, then 
there is an end of all Authority in Matters of Religion ; which is 
as false as to say, that if a So/dier may have some regard to the 
Nature and Justice of the Military Orders of his Prince, then 
there is an end of all Authority of the Prznce over his Soldiers in 
Military Affairs ; or if a Servant may have some regard to the 
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Lawfulness of the Commands of his Master, then there is an end 
of all Authority of Masters over their Servants as to such 
Matters. 

So that if there be any such thing as Authority either in 
Masters, or Fathers, or Princes, then doth Parts of your Argu- 
ment are confuted ; for none of these have any other than a 
limited Authority, nor do their respective Servants, Sons, or 
Subjects, owe them any other active Obedience, but such as is 
conditional, 

Now if it can be any way proved that Obedience to our Masters, 
Parents, and Princes is a very great Duty, and Disobedience a 
very great Szz,; though they cannot oblige us to act against the 
Laws of God, or the Laws of our Country; then it will follow 
that Obedience to our Spiritual Governors may be a very great 
Duty, and Disobedience a very great Szz; though they cannot 
oblige us to submit to their szzful or unlawful Commands. 

And if common Reason, the Laws of God, and our Country be 
sufficient to direct us, where to stop in our active Obedience to 
our Masters, Fathers, or Princes, though they have Authority 
from God to demand our Obedience; the same Guzdes will with 
the same Certainty teach us where to s¢op in our Obedience to 
the Authority of the Church, though that Authority be set over 
us by God himself. 

Though this might be thought sufficient to shew the Weakness 
of your Arguments against the Authority of the Church, yet I 
shall beg leave to examine them a little farther in another 
manner. 

You say the Authority which you deny, is only an Authority 
n Matters relating purely to Conscience and eternal Salvation, an 
Authority whose Laws and Decisions affect the State of Christs 
Subjects with regard to the Favour of God; and the reason of 
your denying it is this, that if this Authority, or Laws, or 
Decistons of Men can concern or affect the State of Christ's Subjects 
with regard to the Favour of God, then the eternal Salvation of 
some Christians depends upon the Sentence passed by others.™ 

In order to lay open the Weakness of this Reasoning, I shall 
state the Meaning of the Propositions of which it consists. 

And, first, I suppose an Authority may be properly said to 
affect the State of People with regard to the Favour of God, 
when their Obedience to such an Authority procures his Favour, 
and their Contempt of it raises his displeasure; and I believe 
that this is not only a proper Sense, but the oly proper Sense 
which the Words are capable of. 
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It is certainly true that the Authority of our blessed Saviour, 
was an Authority which affected the State of the /ews with 
regard to the Favour of God; but yet it no otherwise affected 
their State, than as their Obedience to his Authority was pleasing 
to God, and their Disobedience to it, the Cause of his farther 
Displeasure. This is the oxly way in which the Authority of 
Christ affected the Szate of People with regard to the Favour of 
God; and therefore is the oz/y manner in which any other 
Authority can be supposed to affect Persons with regard to the 
Favour of God. | 

Secondly ; Any Things or Matiers may be properly said to 
relate to Conscience and eternal Salvation, when the Observance 
of them is a Means of obtaining Salvation, and the Neglect of 
them, an H/zmdrance to our Salvation. Thus Laptism and the 
Supper of the Lord, are Matters relating to Consczence and 
eternal Salvation, but then they are only so, for this reason, 
because the partaking of these Sacraments, is a Means of obtain- 
ing Salvation, and the Refusal of them, is an Hzndrance of our 
Salvation. He therefore who hath Authority in such things, as 
by our observing of them we promote our Salvation, and by 
our neglecting of them, we hinder our Salvation, he has in the 
utmost Propriety of the Words, an Authority in Matters of Con- 
sctence and Salvation. 

Hence it appears that it is not peculiar or appropriate to the 
Authority of the Church alone, to relate to Matters of Conscience 
and eternal Salvation, but egually belongs to every other 
Authority which can be called the Ordznance of God. 

Now all lawful Authority, whether of Masters, Fathers, or 
Princes, is the Ordinance of God, and the respective Duties of 
their Servants, Children, and Sudjects, are as truly Matters of 
Conscience and eternal Salvation, as their Observance of any 
Part of the Christian Religion is a Matter of Consczence and 
eternal Salvation: And it is not more their Duty to receive the 
Sacrament, or worship God in any particular manner, than to 
obey their respective Governors ; nor does it more concern or 
affect their State with regard to the Favour of God, whether 
they neglect those Duties which particularly regard his Service, 
or those Duties which they owe to their proper Governors, So 
that Conscience and eternal Salvation are egually concerned in 
both Cases. 

For things may as well be Matters of Consczence and eternal 
Salvation, though they are of a Civil or Secular Nature, as 
the posztive Institutions of Christ are Matters of Conscience and 
Salvation. 

For Baptism has no more of Religion in its owx Nature, nor 
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has of ztse/f any more concern with our Salvation, than any 
Action that is merely Secular or Czvzl. But as Baptism by 
Institution becomes our Duty, and so is a Matter of Conscience 
and Salvation ; so when Actions merely Secular and /ndifferent, 
are by a Lawful Authority made our Duty, they are as truly 
Matters of Conscience and Salvation, as any Parts of Religion. 

The Difference betwixt a Sfzrttual and Temporal Authority 
does not consist 77 ¢hzs, that one relates to Matters of Consczence 
and Salvation, and concerns and affects our State with regard to 
the Havour of God, and the other does not; but the Difference 
is this, that owe presides over us in things relating to Religion 
and the Service of God, the other presides over us in things 
relating to Cz7z/ Life; and as our Salvation depends as certainly 
upon our Behaviour in things relating to Czvz/ Lzfe, as in things 
relating to the Service of God, it follows that they are doth 
egually Matters of Conscience and Salvation: And as the 
Temporal Authority is the Ordinance of God, to which we are to 
submit, not only for Wrath, but also for Conscience’ sake, it 
undeniably follows, that this Teszpora/ Authority as truly concerns 
and affects our State with regard to the Favour of God, as any 
Authority in Matters purely relating to Religion. For such an 
Authority could in xo other Sense affect our State with regard to 
the Havour of God, than by our Obedience or Disobedience to 
it; but our State with regard to the Favour of God is as ¢ruly 
affected by our Obedzence, or Disobedience to our Lawful Sovereign, 
as by our observing or neglecting any Duty in the World; and 
consequently the Temporal Authority as truly affects our State 
with regard to the Favour of God, as any Authority in Matters 
of Religion. 

Seeing therefore, by an Authority in Matters of Conscience and 
Salvation, by an Authority which can affect our State with 
regard to the /avour of God, nothing more is implied, than an 
Authority to which our Obedience is a Duty, and our Disobedience 
a Sim, which is the Case of every Lawful Authority ; it plainly 
appears, that all those /reghtful Consequences, those Dangers to 
the Souls of Men which you have charged upon such Church 
Authority, are as truly chargeable upon Masters, Fathers, and 
Princes, and make their several Authorities as dangerous 
Powers over the Salvation of others, as the Authority of the 
Church. 

Thus, when your Demonstration proceeds in this manner: Jf 
there be an Authority in some over others in Matters purely 
relating to Conscience and Salvation, then the Salvation of some 
People will depend upon others. Which, if we set it in a true 
Light, ought to proceed thus; // there be an Authority in Matters 
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of Religion, towhich our Obedience ts a Duty, and our Disobedience 
a Sin, then the Salvation of some People depends upon others. 

But, my Lord, what a Sagacity must he have who can see this 
dismal Consequence? Whocan see that Masters, Fathers, and 
Princes, have a Power over the Souls of others, either to damn or 
save them, because Obedience to their Authority is a Duty, and 
Disobedience a Szz ? 

Your Lordship cannot here say, that ax Authority in Matters 
purely relating to Conscience and eternal Salvation, is not expressed 
high enough, by being described as an Authority to which our 
Obedience ts a Duty, and our Disobedience a Sin. For, my Lord, 
no Authority, however concerned in things of the greatest Im- 
portance in Relzgzon and Salvatzon, can possibly be an Authority 
of an Aigher Nature, than that Authority to which our Obedience 
zs a Duty, and our Disobedience a Sin. It was in this Sense alone, 
that the Authority of our Savzour himself affected the state of the 
Jews with regard to the Favour of God ; his Authority was of an 
high and concerning Nature to them only for this Reason, because 
their Obedience to it was their Duty, and their Disobedience 
their Sin. 

If we now consider this Authority in the Church, in this 
true Manner in which it ought to be considered, your Lord- 
ship's Argument against it, either proves a deal too much, or 
nothing at all. 

Thus, if the Consequence be just, that if it be Sin to disobey 
the Church, then the Church hath a Power of damning us; then 
it is as good a Consequence in regard to other Authority ; as 
thus, /¢ zs a Sin to disobey our Parents, therefore our Parents have 
a Power of damning us; it is a Sin to disobey our Prznce, there- 
fore our Prince has a Power of damning us. These Consequences 
are evidently as just and ¢rwe, as that other drawn from Church 
Authority ; so that all those dsmal Charges which you have 
fixed upon Church Authority, are as false Accounts of it, as if 
you had asserted that every Father, or Master, or Prince, who 
demands Obedience from his Child, Servant, or Sudyect, in point 
of Duty, or by declaring that their Disobedience is a Szz, does 
thereby prove himself to be a Pofe, and to have the Souls of 
others at his Disposal. For it is out of all doubt, that if the 
Governors of the Church by demanding Obedience to them in 
point of Duty, or by declaring Disobedience to be Sz, do 
thereby assert the Claims of Pofery, and assume a Power to 
dispose of the Souls of the People; that any other Authority 
which requires this Obedience as a Duty of Conscience, and 
forbids Disobedience as Siz, does thereby claim the Authority 
of the Pope, and pretend to a Power over the Souls of others. 
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So that if your Lordship has destroyed Church Authority, 
which pretends Obedience to be a Duty, as a Popish Claim, you. 
have also as certaznly destroyed every other Authority which 
demands Obedience as a Duty, as being equally a Popzsh Pre- 
sumption. 

Whenever therefore you shall please to call away Servants, 
Children, or Subjects from their respective Masters, Fathers, and 
Princes, you have as many Demonstrations ready to prove them 
all Papists, if they will stick by their Obedience to them as a 
Duty of Conscience, and to prove their Governors all Popes, if 
they declare their Disobedience to be Szz, as you have to prove 
Church Authority to be a Popish Claim. And 1 must beg leave 
to affirm, that they are as much misled who follow your Lord- 
ship against the Authority of the Church, as if they should 
follow you in the same Argument against owning any Authority 
of their Parents and Princes. 

The Intent of all this is only to shew, that though there is an 
Authority in the Church, to which our Obedience is a Duty and 
our Disobedience a Szz (which is as high an Authority as can 
be claimed) yet this Authority implies no more a frightful 
Power of disposing of our Souls, than any other Lawful 
Authority, which it is a Szz to disobey, implies such a 
Power. 

For where is the Danger to our Souls? Howis our Salvation 
made subject to the Pleasure of our Church Governors, because 
God has appointed them to direct us in the manner of wor- 
shipping him, and to preside over things relating to Religion, 
and made it our Duty to obey them? How does this imply a 
dangerous Power over our Salvation? If we sin against this 
Authority, we endanger our Salvation as we do by neglecting 
any other Ordinance of God; and our Damnation is no more 
affected by any Power in the Persons, whom we may be damned 
for disobeying, than a Person that is damned for killing his 
Father, is damned by any Power of his father’s. 

Neither is it in the Power of the Governors in the Church, 
though they have Authority in Matters of Salvation, to make 
our Salvation any more difficult to us, than if they had no such 
Authority. 

For all their Injunctions must be either Law/ud, or Unlawful , 
if they are Lawful, then by our Obedience to an Ordinance of 
God, we recommend ourselves to the Favour of God; and sure 
there is no harm in this Authority thus far. And if their 
Commands are Unlawful, then by our not obeying them, we 
still please God, in choosing rather to obey him.than Men, 
where both cannot be obeyed. And where, my Lord, is the 
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Terror of this Authority so much complained of? How does 
this make our Salvation lie at the Mercy of our Church 
Governors? We are still as truly saved or damned by our own 
Behaviour, as though they had no such Authority over us ; and 
though we may make their Authority the Occaszon of our 
Damnation, by our rebelling against it, yet it is only in sucha 
manner as anyone may make Baptism, or the Supper of the 
Lord, the Occasion of his Damnation, by a profane Refusal of 
them. 

Upon the whole of this Matter, it appears, First, that when 
the Authority of the Church is said to be an Axthority in 
Matters of Conscience and Salvation, or an Authority which 
concerns and affects our State with regard to the Favour of God ; 
that this is the only true Meaning of those Propositions, vzz., an 
Authority in Matters of Religion, to which Obedzence ts a Duty, 
and Disobedience a Sin. 

Secondly, That this Authority to which we are ¢hus obliged, is 
as consistent with our working out our own Salvation, and no 
more puts our Souls into the Disposal of such Authority, than 
our Salvation is at the Mercy of our Parents and Princes, 
because to obey their Authority is a great Duty, and to disobey 
it, a great Sin. 

Your Lordship has yet another Argument against Church 
Authority, taken from the Nature of our Reformation, which it 
seems cannot be defended, if there was then this Church Authority 
we have been pleading for. 

Thus you say; /f there be a Church Authority, I beg to know, 
how can the Reformation itself be justified.* 

My Lord, I cannot but wonder this should be a Difficulty 

with your Lordship, who has writ so famous a Treatise to inform 
People, ow they not only may, but ought in point of Duty to 
get rid of a vea/ Authority ; I mean in your Defence of Reszst- 
ance. : 
I suppose it is taken for granted, that James the Second was 
King of England, that he had a Regal Authority over all the 
People of Exgland, and that they all of what Station soever were 
his Sudyects ; yet granting this Rega/ Authority in him, and this 
State of Sudjection in all the People of Exgland, your Lordship 
knows how to set aside that Government, and set up another 
Government ; and even to make it our Duty as Men and Pro- 
testants to set up another Government. 

Now since you know how to get rid of this Authority in 
so Christian and Protestant a manner, one cannot but wonder 
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how you should be at a loss to justify the Resormation, without 
supposing that the Church at that time had no Authority. 

For ‘did you ever justify the Revolution, because James the 
Second had no Kingly Authority, or that the People of England 
were not his Sudjects? Nay, did you not defend it upon the 
quite contrary Supposition, that though /ames the Second had a 
Regal Authority, though all the People of England were his 
Subjects, and had sworn to be his fazthful Subjects, yet in spite 
of all these Considerations, did you not assert that they not only 
might, but ought to set him aside and choose another Governor in 
his stead ? 

And yet after all this, you know not how to defend the Refor- 
matton, it is a perfectly lost Cause, and not a word to be said for 
it, unless we suppose that there was no Authority in the Church 
when we veformed from it. Surely if your Lordship loved to 
defend the Reformation, as wellas you loved to defend the Revo- 
lution, you would not have so many Reasons for one, and zone for 
the other. 

For supposing an Authority in the Church, will not Tyranny, 
Breach of Fundamentals, and unlawful Terms of Communion, 
defend our Departure from a vea/ Authority in the Church, as 
well as any Grievances or Oppressions will defend our leaving a 
veal Authority in the State? 

What a gztz/ul Advocate, what a Betrayer of the Rights of the 
People would you reckon him, who should say, Jf there was any 
Regal Authority in James the Second, if the People of England 
were his Subjects; lf beg to know, how can the Revolution ztself 
be justified ? | 

Yet just such an Advocate are you, just such a Betrayer of the 
Reformatzon, you cannot defend it, it has no bottom to stand 
upon ; and if there was any Axthority in the Church before the 
Reformation, you beg to know, how the Reformation itself can be 

justified ? 

My Lord, I do not urge this to shew either that the Revolution 
and Reformation are equally justifiable, or that they both are to 
be justified upon the same Reasons; but to shew that your 
Lordship from your own Principles, needed not to have wanted 
as good Reasons for the Reformation, as you have produced for 
the Revolution, even supposing the Church of Rome had as real 
an Authority over us as /ames the Second had, and that we were 
as truly in a State of Subjection to that Church before the 
Reformation, as we were in a State of Subjection to that King 
before the Revolutzon. 

Again, you proceed thus ; For there was then (at the Time of 
the Reformation) @ Church, and an Order of Church-men, vested 
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with all such spiritual Authority, as 1s of the Essence of the 
Church. There was therefore a Church Authority zo oblige 
Christians ; and a Power in some over others. What was it 
therefore to which we owe this very Church of England ?* 

Now, my Lord, I hope you will grant, that just at the Time of 
the Revolution, ‘there was then a Azng, vested with all such Civil 
‘ Authority as is of the Essence of a Kzmg. There was therefore 
‘a Regal Authority to oblige the People of England, and a Power 
‘in one over others. What was it therefore to which we owe this 
‘very Revolution in England ?’ 

I suppose you will say that we owe it, not to any Want of 
Authority in the late King James, but to his Abuse of his Autho- 
rity: Why therefore is it not as easy to account for the Refor- 
mation, not from the Want, but the Aduse of Authority in the 
Church of Rome? Is it an Argument that the People of 
England were no Subjects, under no Government, nor had any 
King, because they would no longer submit to the Oppressions 
and Grievances of a late Reign, but asserted their Lzberties and 
appealed to the Conditions of the Orig¢nal Contract ? 

If not, why is it an Argument that the Church had 20 Autho- 
vity, because some Years ago the People of Exgland would no 
longer submit to the Corrupttons, and unlawful Injunctions of 
the Church of Rome, but appealed to the Scriptures, and the 
Practice of the first and purest Ages of Christianity ? 

If your Lordship was so entirely consistent with yourself as you 
tell us you are; if you never pursued an Argument farther than 
the plain Reason of it led you; how is it possible that you, who 
have so strenuously defended the Aeszstance of People against a 
Legal King+ (for so you expressly call him), should declare that 
our Separation from the Church of Rome cannot be justefed, 
without supposing that the Church of Rome had never any 
Authority over us ? 

For supposing that Church had been really our Sovereign in 
Affairs of Religion, is it not strange that you, who have asserted 
that our present Settlement ts owing entirely to the taking up Arms, 
and adhering to such as were in Arms against their Sovereign, 
should yet declare that our opposing the Church of Lome, 
cannot be justified but by supposing, that she never had any 
Sovereignty over us? 

Is it not yet stranger, that you, who have defended the Revo- 
lution by comparing it to the Reformation, should yet declare 
that the Reformation cannot be justified without supposing that 
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nn Church of Exgland was under no Authority of the Church of 
ome ? 

For, my Lord, if the Church of Eugland had not been under 
the Authority of the Church of Rome, how could our opposing 
that Church be compared to the veszsting of King James ? How 
could our Separation from that Church be a Defence of our weth- 
drawing our Allegiance from King /ames, without supposing that 
the Church before that Separation, had as Real and Legal Autho- 
rity as that King had before the Revolution ? 

Your Words are these; Why should that (2e., Resistance) de 
absolutely and entirely condemned, as a damnable Sin, any more 
than Church Separation, dy which we got rid of the Tyranny of 
Rome? And again, All Church Reformation zs not Church 
Destruction; Why therefore must all Resistance be called 
Rebellion ?* 

Now is it not very strange, my Lord, that after this, you 
should assert that the Church had xo Authority before the 
Reformation ; and that if it had any Authority, then our 
Separation from it cannot be justzfied ? Is not this very strange, 
after you had used it as an Argument to justify the withdrawing 
of our Allegiance from King /ames the Second ? 

For let us suppose with you, that there was 2o Church 
Authority at the time of the Reformation, and then see how 
excellent an Argument you have found out in Defence of the 
Revolutzon, which, upon this Supposition, must proceed in this 
manner. 

The Church of England might separate from the Church of 
Rome, who had no Authority over her ; therefore the People of 
Ling cland might resist their Legal King, who had a Regal 
Authority over them. Again, The Clergy of EAxgland, who 
were zo Sudjects of the Church of Rome, might separate from 
that Church; therefore the People of Exgland, who were 
Subjects to King /ames the Second, might withdraw their 
Allegiance from him. 

Thus absurd is your Argument made, by supposing that the 
Church had not as real and rightful an Authority before the 
Reformation, as James the Second had before the Revolution, 

Farther ; Let us suppose with your Lordship, that zf there was 
areal Authority in the Church at the time of the Reformation, 
then the Reformation das no bottom, but ts altogether unjustifiable, 
let us suppose that this Doctrine is true, and then see how con- 
sistently you have argued upon this Supposition. 

You say the Reformation cannot be justified ; it has no dottom 
to stand upon; if the Church of Rome had a real Authority ; yet 
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this Opposztzon, which is so entirely wrong, because an Opposition 
to Authority, is brought by you as a parallel Case to prove that 
the Resistance against the Authority of King James was entirely 
right. This Reformatzon, which if it was brought about against 
any Church Authority, is said to be for that very Reason without 
any bottom, and to have no Foundation, is used by your Lordship 
to point out the ¢rue Bottom and firm Foundation of the Revo- 
lution. 

And here let all the World judge, whether Reason and 
Religion alone can induce anyone to maintain the Truth, the 
Justice, the Honour, the Christeanity of the Revolution, as 
founded upon Resistance to a Legal King ; and yet condemn at 
the same time the Reformation, as having neither Reason, nor 
Truth, nor Justice to support it, as founded upon a Departure 
from a real Authority in the Church of Rome. For Reason and 
Religion do as plainly give leave to depart from the Aighest 
Authority in the Church, when the Laws of God cannot be 
observed without departing from it, as in any other Case; and 
there is no more Necessity of supposing or proving that there 
was no rightful Authority in the Church, to justify our departing 
from it, than it is necessary to prove such a Person not to be my 
Father, or to have no Authority over me, in order to justify my 
disobeying his unlawful Commands. 

Again, your Lordship is farther at a loss about the Reforma- 
tion, which cannot possibly be justified, if afterwards, an Authority 
in Matters of Conscience and Salvation, be still claimed. 

Thus you say; Wor can I ever understand, upon this bottom 
(vzz., the claiming such Authority) what zt was that could move 
or justify those, who broke off from the Tyranny of the Church of 
Rome; wzless tt be sufficzent to say, that tt was only that Power 
might change Hands.* 

Here your Lordship cannot conceive anything more unjustifi- 
able than the Reformation, if Church Authority is still to be kept 
up; nor can you upon this Claim assign any other Pretence for 
reforming, but only that Power might change Hands. . 

Did your Lordship then never hear of the /ustece of removing 
one Authority, and setting up another? Can you think of no 
Case, where Eguzty, Honour, and Duty, called upon a People to 
restst one Power, and yet make another to succeed ? 

Now if this Practice can be equitable and honourable, and is 
asserted to be so by your Lordship, can it be conceived, that 
Reason alone should induce you to load the Reformation with so 
much Guz/¢ and Jnjustice, to condemn it as so groundless an 
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Undertaking ; because though it set aside the Tyrannical 
Authority of the Church of Rome, yet it asserted a true Church 
Authority, and made Obedience to it necessary to obtain the 
Favour of God. 

Suppose some Friend to the Revolution, after hearing that the 
Prince of Orange was proclaimed King, and a Regal Authority 
set up, should then have said in your Lordship’s Words, / can 
never understand, upon this bottom, what it was that could move 
or justify those, who broke off from the Tyranny of the late King 
James ; wless ct was suffictent to say, that it was only that Power 
might change Hands. 

I appeal to your Lordship, whether anything could be more 
extravagant and senseless, than such a Declaration as this from a 
Friend to the Revolutzon. 

And I as freely appeal to the common Sense of everyone, 
whether your owz Declaration expressed in the same Words 
with regard to the Reformation, sets you out to any better 
Advantage in relation to that. 

For it is full as good Sense to say, where is the /ustzce of the 
Revolution, or what /oundation has it in the Reason of Things, 
if there is still a Azng to be acknowledged, and a Regal Authority 
to be submitted to? as to call out for the Justice, and Eguzty, 
and Reason of the Reformation, if there is still a Church 
Authority which we are obliged to obey. And it is as certainly 
the Shame and Reproach and [njustice of the Revolution, that a 
Government and Regal Authority is still maintained, as it is the 
Shame, and Reproach, and Jnjustice of the Reformation, that a 
Church Authority is still asserted. 

And there was no more Necessity in the Nature or Reason of 
the Thing, that the Keformatzon should disown all Authority 
properly so called, in Matters of Re/zgion, than that the Revolu- 
tion should have rejected all Authority properly so called in 
Czvil Affairs. Neither does the Reformation any more con- 
tradict itself, or undermine its own Foundation, and give the 
Papists an Advantage over it, by claiming and asserting a Church 
Authority, than the Revolutzon contradicted itself, or conspired 
its own Ruin, by setting up a Kzmg, and maintaining a Govern- 
ment in the State. And it had been just as w¢se, as prudent, and 
politic Management, if the Revolution had set up no Government, 
but left every Man to himself in Czvzl Affairs, in order to have 
prevented the Return of the late King James, as if the Reforma- 
zion had maintained no Church Authority, but left every Person’s 
Religion to himself, in order to keep out Pofery. And it is just 
as much Matter of Joy and Triumph to the Papzsts, to see this 
Authority asserted in the Church of England, as it was Matter 
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of Joy to the late King /ames, to find that a Regal Authority 
was set up against him. 

But to go on; your Argument, when put in form, will proceed 
in this manner, 

The Church of Exgland departed from the Authority of the 
Church of Rome, therefore we may /aw/fully depart from any 
Church Authority. And again; at the Reformation we lawfully 
separated from the Communion of the Church of Rome, therefore 
we may as awfully separate from any particular Communton. 

And now, my Lord, can any Argument be more trifling, or 
draw more absurd Consequences after it, than this? And yet, 
absurd as it is, it is one of your best, and which you seem to take 
great Delight in: Thus are we told in almost every Page, that if 
we will stand by the Reason and Justice of the Reformation, we 
must give up @// Authority in Matters of Religion; and not 
pretend to a Necessity of being of any particular Church, if we 
would justify our leaving the Romzshk Church. 

But pray, my Lord, you have told us, that the People of 
England of all Stations did lawfully and honourably, &c., resist 
the late King /ames ; but does it therefore follow, that they may 
as lawfully and honourably resist King George? If not, how 
does it follow, that because we might justly separate from the 
Church of Rome, therefore others may as justly separate from 
the Church of England ? 

Is it inconsistent with the Principles of the Revolution to 
declare Men Rebels, because it was founded (as you affirm) upon 
Resistance? If not, why must it be inconsistent with the Prin- 
ciples of the Church of gland, to declare any people 
Schismatics, because she separated from the Church of Rome ? 
Now if you will say that all who take Arms at any time against 
any King, are justified by those, who took Arms against the late 
King James ; then you would have some Pretence to make our 
Separation from the Church of Rome a Justification of every 
other Separation in the World. But since you cannot say this, 
but have pretended to demonstrate the contrary, that though 
sometimes eszstance is not Rebellion, yet sometimes eszstance 
certainly is Rebellion, you are particularly hard to the Reforma- 
tion, to make it either unjustifiable in itself, or else to be a 
Justification of every other pretended Reformation. 

But however, as hard as you are upon the Reformation in this 
Place, making it, considered as a Separation,a Defence of all 
other Separations from the Church of England; yet you your-. 
self, to shew your equal regard to both sides of a Contradiction, 
have asserted the contrary, and declared that as all Reszstance ts 
not Rebellion, so neither zs all Separation Schism. 7 
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Now, I suppose, when you say that all Reststance is not 
Rebellion, it is certainly implied that some Resistance may be 
Rebellion; and likewise by declaring in the same manner all 
Separation not to be Schzsm, it must as necessarily be implied 
that some Separation may be Schism. MWHere therefore you 
plainly teach us, that some Separation may be Schism, and some 
Separation may not be Schism, yet your present Argument is 
founded upon the contrary Supposition, that either all Separa- 
tions are Lawful, or none are Lawful; for it is the constant 
Complaint in every Chapter of your Book, that the Church of 
England should assert any Necessity or Obligation upon others 
of conforming to her, when she herself denied the Necessity of 
her conforming to the Church of Rome. So that the Law/ulness 
or Justice of her Separation from Rome, is urged to shew the 
equal Law/fulness and Justice of all Separations from the Church 
of England; which Argument is plainly founded upon this 
Proposition, that all Separations from any Churches, are either 
equally Law/ful, or equally Unlawful. Which is directly con- 
trary to this other Proposition, that some Separation may be 
Schism, and some Separation may not be Schism. Which 
Contradiction is just as palpable, as if you had said, all Resistance 
is not the Sin of Rebellion; vet all Resistance is either equally 
lawful, or eguadly unlawful. 

But to go on, you say that a@// Resistance is not Rebellion, 
and for a Proof of it, say, that all Church Separation is not 
- Schism ; which plainly implies, that there is at /east as much 
Difference betwixt some Separations from different Churches, as 
there is betwixt some armed Keszstances against different Kings. 
Now if, according to your Lordship, there is as much Difference 
betwixt eszstances, as there is betwixt an Action that is a 
Duty, and an Action that isa Szz, and you have proved this 
Difference, by comparing those Xeszstances to different sorts of 
Separations, then it will necessarily follow that there may be, 
nay must be, as much Difference betwixt one Separation and 
another Separation, as there is betwixt one Action that is a 
Duty, and another Action that is a Szz. This being the true 
State of the Case, your Lordship’s Argument in Defence of the 
Separatists, taken from our Separation from the Church of Rome, 
will stand thus. 

We separated from the Church of Rome, because such Separa- 
tion was our Duty, therefore the Fanatics may separate from the 
Church of England, though such Separation isa Sin: Which is 
as rational an Argument, as if it should be said, such a one 
killed a Man lawfully, therefore anyone else may kill a Man 
unlawfully. For if some Separation may be a Duty, and some 
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Separation a Szn, it is as false and ridiculous to infer, that if our 
Separation is just, it justifies a// other Separations; as to con- 
clude, that because we may do our Duty, others may transgress 
their Duty. For there is manifestly, and from your own Acknow- 
ledgment, this great Difference between one Separation and 
another Separation, that one Separatzon in such Circumstances, 
will no more justify a Separation in other Circumstances, than 
the Lawfulness of killing a Man in some Cases, will prove it 
lawful to kill a Man in all other Cases. 

Now if your Lordship has any Demonstrations ready, to show 
that Reszstance in some Circumstances is a Christian Duty, and 
Reststance in some other Circumstances is a damnable Sin ; and 
that it may be as great a Sin to resist some Princes, as it is a 
Duty to resist others ; if you can help us to any plain Rule, any 
certain Signs to know an honest Christian eszster, from a 
Resister who is a Rebel and in danger of Damnation ; I hope 
there may be found as plain Rules to shew us who separates 
lawfully, and who separates unlawfully from any particular 
Church. If you can give any Reasons why the late King /ames 
might be resisted ¢iez, and yet show it a Sin to resist King 
George now, it is something strange that you cannot find any 
Reasons, why it was our Duty to separate from the Church of 
Rome then, and yet shew it a Szz to separate from the Church 
of England now, 

For I would suppose at least, that there is as much Difference 
between separating from the Church of xgland and separating 
from the Church of Rome, as there is betwixt Resistance against 
a good King, and Resistance against a Tyrannzcal Oppressor ; 
and if there be this Difference, then you must allow, that it is as 
false to argue from the Law/fulness of separating from one 
Church, to the Law/uluzess of separating from the other, as it 
would be to argue, that because oppressive Tyrants may be 
resisted, therefore just and good Kings may be resisted. I have 
been the longer in examining this Doctrine, in this particular 
View in relation to Aeszstance, that it may be seen with how. 
much Truth you say, you have recommended such Principles as 
serve to establish the Interest of our common Country and our 
common Christianity, of human Society and true Religion, upon 
one uniform, steady, and consistent Foundation.* 

For it is evident that these Principles, if put in Practice, 
directly tend to the utter Ruin of our common Country, and our 
common Christianity ; for I have shewn that all the Arguments 
which you have advanced against Church Authority, if they 
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have any Force, conclude with the same Force against all sorts 
of Authority in the World. 

I shall now proceed to a most remarkable evasive Denial of 
everything you have said relating to Church Authority, from 
your own Mouth. 


A Remarkable Evasion of your Lordship’s 
in relation to Church Authority. 


HE Learned Committee charged your Lordship with 
denying all Authority to the Church, and leaving it 
without any Authority to judge, censure, or punish 
Offenders in the Affairs of Consctence and eternal 
Salvation.* To support this Charge, they quoted 

these Words of your Sermon; Christ zs sole Lawgiver to his 
Subjects, and himself sole Judge of their Behaviour in the Affairs 
of Conscience and Salvation ; tn these Points he hath left behind 
him no visible human Authority. 

Now how is it that your Lordship has cleared yourself from 
this Charge? Why truly by declaring, that by a Denial of a// 
Church Authority, you only meant to deny to the Governors of 
the Church a Power of passing the zrveverszble Sentence, or that 
Christ has left no visible Authority here to judge People at the 
last Day. When you talked so much of Church Authority in 
Matters of Religion, and of ax Authority left behind, it was very 
reasonable to think that you were speaking of an Authority 
which related to the Church in this World. But it seems, all 
you have denied in relation to Church Authority, is only this, 
that anyone but Christ shall pass the irreversible Sentence, or 
judge us at the last Day. 

For you say; As Christ ts to pass the trreversible Sentence, thus 
he ts judge alone. And what I affirm of him, I deny of others in 
the same Sense in which I affirie wt of him: Andin no other Sense 
can I be supposed to deny tt, because tt answers no Purpose.+ 

Therefore when you say no Men have any Authority in Affairs 
of Religion and Conscience, you only say that no Men have 
Authority to pass the zrreversble Sentence at the last Day. For 
you declare that thus it is that Christ alone is Judge, and you 
only deny that of others, which you affirm of him, and con- 
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sequently the only Authority which you deny them, is that of 
judging the World at the /ast Day. 

Strange! my Lord, that after so many elaborate Pages for 
ecclesiastical Liberty, so many Compliments received for your 
successful Attacks upon Church Authority ; that after all, you 
should declare, that you have not so much as touched upon 
Church Authority, but have only been labouring to demonstrate 
that the Judgment of the last Day ts committed to Christ alone. 

Christ, you say, 7s in no other Sense Judge of the Behaviour of 
Christians tn these Potnts, than as theiy Condztion must and will 
be determined by his Sentence. And when I deny this of Men, I 
do not, I cannot, mean to deny this of them in any other Sense, but 
that in which I affirm tt of Christ.* 

So that when you in plain Words seem to deny all Authority 
in the Church, as by saying, that Chrzst alone its Judge of the 
Behaviour of Christians, in Matters of Religion, and that he left 
behind him xo visible human Authority tn these Points ; and such 
like Phrases, as seem to ordinary Understandings to deny all 
Rule and Authority in the Church; you only mean, that zo one 
but Christ is to pass the Seztence at the last Day. This is the 
Key your Lordship has given us to your Writings, which indeed 
gives them quite another Face, and makes them such a Course 
of Amusements, as exceeds all which have yet been seen in that 
kind ; as will appear from the following Particulars. 

Thus when you say, that zz the Affairs of Conscience and 
Salvation, Christ hath left no visible human Authority behind 
dim. The Meaning is this, that Christ hath left no body behind 
him in this World, to pass the irreversible Sentence in the next 
World, z.e., hath left no one to do that Aeve, which cannot be 
done till /eveafter. This is the sablzmest Sense which this 
Passage is capable of, from your own Construction. 

Again, you say, the Church of Christ is the Number of Persons 
who are sincerely and willingly Subjects to him as their Lawgtver 
and Judge ;+ which according to this new Key, is to be thus 
understood ; The Church of Christ ts the Number of Persons who 
well sincerely and willingly submit to the Sentence of Christ at the 
last Day. For you say, we are to submit to him as our Judge; 
and you expressly say, he is 2 no other Sense judge of the 
Behaviour of Christians, than as he is to pass the irreverstble 
Sentence ; therefore if we are to be wzdlingly and sincerely subject 
to him as Judge, our Obedience or Subjection to him as Judge, 
can be no otherwise expressed, than by our Submission to his 
Sentence then pronounced. 


 Answ, to Repr., p. 46. t Serm., p. 25. 


ce apnea tein OTS SYA Nae et CIENCY be tate ee fate onee ee NS, 


134 Three Letters to 


So that this Definition comes at last to signify a Number of 
Persons, who sincerely and willingly submit, some to be saved, 
and some to be damned at the last Day ; for this will be the 
Effect of Christ’s Sentence as Judge. 

This is as sound Divinity, as if I should define the Church of 
Christ, to be a Mumber of Persons, who sincerely and willingly 
submit, some to live, and some to dle. 

Again, you say, that your Doctrines relating to the Authority of 
the Church, is the very Foundation on which the Church of 
England stands ; and that they are so necessary for tts continu- 
ance, that without them it ts tmpossible to defend its Cause against 
the Roman Catholtcs. 

Now your Doctrine concerning Church Authority, you have 
over and over declared to be only this, that Christ alone shall 
judge the World at the last Day. For you expressly say, that 
you deny the Church an Authority of judging in o other Sense, 
than in the Sense in which you affirm it of Christ. 

Now, my Lord, how comes this Doctrine to be the Support of 
the Church of England? How can it possibly have any relation 
to the Merits of the Cause? Does it follow that the Poe had 
no Legal Authority in England, that Transubstanttation is false, 
that Purgatory is a groundless Fiction, and Prayers to Saints 
are unlawful, because Chrzst alone shall judge the World? This 
is what you have affirmed of Christ, this is all which you have 
denied of Men; and this Doctrine it seems about Church 
Authority,as you are pleased to call it, is the only Support of 
the Church of Exzgland, and the very Foundation on which it 
stands, 

A Roman Catholic tells me that Transubstantiation is true; I 
answer him no, that cannot be, and that for this reason, because 
no Order of Men shall judge us at the last Day ; Christ alone 
should do it. Could anything be more extravagant, or more 
foreign to the Purpose, than such an Answer as this to a Roman 
Catholic? And yet, according to your Account of the Matter, 
this is the only Answer which can be defended. For you have 
denied xo Authority to the Church, but that which peculiarly 
belongs to Christ as Judge at the last Day ; and yet you say that 
your Doctrine relating to Church Authority, is the very Founda- 
tion and Support of the Reformation. 

_ Now if this Doctrine be our only Defence against the Church 
of Rome, and what alone supports us against that Church, then 
the Presbyterians, the Independents, Quakers, and all sorts of 
Fanatics, who own this Doctrine, that Christ alone shall pass the 
last Sentence, are by it as well defended against the Church of 
England,as she is against the Church of Rome ; sothat it makes 
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us as much wrong in regard to the Dzssenters, as it makes us 
right in regard to the Pafzsts; and though it should give us 
Victory over the Papzsts, yet it makes us fall a Conquest to 
the Fanatics. For it is certainly as proper for a Quaker to 
reply to the Church of England, that his Reformation is justified 
against the Authority of the Church of England, because 
Christ alone shall judge the World at the last Day; as for 
the Church of Exgland to make that Answer to the Church of 
Rome. 

Your Lordship says, for you to deny Church Authority in any 
other Sense, answers no Purpose. Pray, my Lord, what Purpose 
does this manner of denying answer? Here is a Dispute about 
Church Authority, and the Powers of Ecclesiastical Governors: 
Your Lordship interposes, and declares that no Man shall ass 
the erreversible Sentence at the last Day. To what Purpose, my 
Lord, is this Declaration? Does it strike any Light into the 
Controversy, or any way point out the Merits of the Cause ? 
Does this inform us whether there is any such thing as Church 
Authority, or where it is seated? If two Famzlzes were trying 
their Title to the same Estate, and the Judge should pretend to 
determine the Matter, by saying that God alone is sole Proprietor 
of all Things, it would be as much to the Purpose, as to tell us 
in the Controversy about Church Authority, that Christ alone 
shall judge the World. Does this any way prove that there is 
no human Authority in the Church, or that Christians are no 
way concerned with it? What an excellent Argument is this? 
Christ alone shall judge the World, therefore no Men have any 
Authority in Religion, therefore it can no way affect you with 
regard to the Favour of God, whether you submit or not, to such 
human Authority ? 

Whether your Lordship is forced upon this Method of explain- 
ing yourself, by any other Motives than those of Sincerity and 
Conviction, is what I shall not presume to say ; but I believe, if 
a Person should be called to account for saying the Kzzg had no 
Right to create Peers, and should afterwards defend himself, by 
saying that he only meant he could not create in that Sense, in 
which God alone could create; I am apt to think such a Defence 
would be no great Recommendation of his Sincerity. But, my 
Lord, it would be as proper and as ingenuous for a Person so 
accused to make such a Defence, or rather such an Escape, as 
for your Lordship, after the most express repeated Denials of a// 
Church Authority, to declare that you only meant to exclude it 
from passing the irreversible Sentence at the last Day. And the 
Nature of Church Authority is as much settled and determined 
by this Declaration, as the King’s Power in his Kingdom, as to 
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the Creation of Peers, is declared by saying that God alone can 
create, 

For is it any Argument that no Persons have any particular 
Authority to baptize others, to admit to the holy Sacrament, and 
exclude unworthy Persons from it, because they are not to judge 
the World at the last Day? Is it a Proof that Bishops have no 
Authority to ordain, to confirm; no Commission from God to 
take care of Religious Matters, and see that all Things in the 
Divine Service be done decently and in order, because Christ 
alone is to pass Judgment upon all at the last Day? Does 
it follow that Men are under no Church Authority, but may 
choose any Government, or no Government as they please, 
because Christ alone shall call the World to Judgment? There 
isas much Logic in saying that /esus Christ suffered under Pontius 
Pilate, therefore Bishops have no more Authority than Lay- 
men; as to say they have no Authority in Religious Affairs, 
because Christ is to judge the World. 

Yet you say this was the only proper Sense in which you 
could be supposed to deny it. Now, my Lord, 1 should have 
thought it had been more to the Purpose, to have denied Church 
Authority in some such Sense, as it had been falsely claimed by 
somebody or other, that it might have been said that you had an 
Adversary somewhere or other. But in this Matter, you have 
rot so much as an Adversary in this World ; for no one pretends 
to be Judge, as Christ is Judge, or sets up the Authority of the 
Church in Opposition to the last Trzbunal, yet this is the only 
manner of Judging, the on/y sort of Authority, which you say 
you have denied to others ; therefore you have only denied that 
which was never claimed ; you have only denied that which no 
more relates to Church Authority, than it relates to Church 
Music. The Pope himself neither pretends to pass Sentence at 
the last Day, nor that his Judgments here will have any Effect in 
the next World, but conditionally, that is, Clave non errante. 
Now this is not a Sense in which Christ alone is Judge, therefore 
it isnot a Sense in which you have denied it to others. So that 
notwithstanding this long elaborate Treatise against Church 
Tyranny and Popish Claims, Pofery itself is as safe and sound.as 
ever it was. For you have denied this Power of Judging in xo 
other Sense, than as you have affirmed it of Christ, as he is to 
pass the last zvveversible Sentence at the Day of Judgment; but 
the Pope does not claim it in that Sense, therefore the Papal 
Power is untouched by your Lordship. 

Here I must observe, how your Lordship has evaded the great 
Points in Dispute, both concerning the Nature of the Church, and 
Church Authority. When you were charged with describing the. 


the Bishop of Bangor. 137 


Aan en ek + ean nse tnMlt aL ame + A A ae se ae nate a ena ne pt naa ne np f annette cee a 





Church contrary to Scripture and the Ardzcle in the Church of 
England ; your Answer was, that you had only described the 
Inviseble Church ; which was saying in other Words, that in a 
Dispute amongst Vzs¢ble Churches, and about Church-Com- 
munion, you described a Church which had no relation to the 
Matter, nor ever can have to any Dispute amongst Christians. 
This, my Lord, to speak tenderly of it, may be called only an 
Evasion. 

Again, as to Church Authority, your Lordship has been 
charged with denying it all, and leaving it no right to judge or 
censure in the Affairs of Conscience. Your Answer is this, that 
you have only denied that Christ has left any Men here to judge 
us at the last Day. That is,in a Controversy about the Evzstence 
of Church Authority, the Axtent and Obligation of its Laws, you 
have only denied such an Authority as nobody claims, nor 
ever will be executed, till a// Vzsib/e Churches, and Disputes 
about them, will be at an end, vzz., at the Day of Judgment. 

This, my Lord, is another Evasion, and that in the very chief 
Point in Dispute, where Sincerity should have obliged you to 
have been open, clear, and express. But no sooner are you 
touched upon this Point, but you fly into the Clouds, and the very 
Dissenters themselves lose sight of you. 

Thus when you had plainly said, that Christ hath left behind 
him no visible human Authority in the Affairs of Conscience, the 
Dissenters might justly think they had nothing to be charged 
with for their Disobedience to Bishops; they might well think 
that they were left to any Government, or no Government in 
Religion, as they pleased, since Christ had left xo vzseble human 
Authority ; but then how must they be astonished, my Lord, to 
find that your Assertion about Church Authority, does not at all 
relate to the Church in ¢his World, but to the Exercise of a 
certain Authority in the ert Wor/d, after all Churches on the 
Earth are at an end? To find that you have denied no Autho- 
rity to any Men, but that which peculiarly belongs to Christ at 
the last Day? That is, that you denied no Authority which ever 
was Claimed either by Protestant or Popisk Churches, or indeed 
which relates to the Church in this World ? 

Suppose, when his Majesty was last at Hanover, anyone should 
have asserted, that the Regency had no Authority in Civil 
Matters ; would the Regency have thought it any Excuse, if he 
had said that he only meant they were not the Governors of 
FHlanover ? Yet, my Lord, it would be as proper an Apology 
for him who had denied the Power of the Regency in Great 
Britain, to say he only meant they had not the supreme Power 
in Hanover, as for your Lordship, after a Denial of a// Vestble 
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Church Authority in this World, to say you only denied an 
Authority to pass the irreversible Sentence in the next. World. 

Thus has your Lordship left the Dispute, and only pretended 
to deny that which nobody ever claimed, vzz., that any Men have 
Authority to judge the World in Christ’s stead, or pass the irre- 
verstble Sentence at the last Day. Your Lordship is here appre- 
hensive, that you shall be charged with fighting without an 
Adversary, and therefore you point out several, and say, / meant 
zt against those, who are so very free in declaring others of Christ's 
Subjects out of God’s Favour ; and in obliging Almighty God, to 
execute the Sentences of Men. 

There has been indeed, my Lord,a Number of Men, ever since 
Christianity appeared in the World, who have been very free in 
declaring Heretics and Schismatics out of God’s Favour, and who 
have maintained, that these Heretics and Schismatics, when 
censured by the Church, cannot be received into God’s Favour, 
but by their submitting to, and returning to the Church. But 
now, if your Lordship means your Doctrine against these, you 
are still wzthout an Adversary, and might as well mean it against 
no Body; for these Men never pretended to judge others in 
Christ's stead, or to erect an Ecclesiastical Authority in Opposition 
to the Great Tribunal, which ts the only Authority you pretend to 
deny. 

You goon: Jf we had not such amongst Protestants ; yet it 
might be pardonable to guard our People against the Presump- 
tions of the Roman Catholics; who assume to themselves that 
Power of Judgment, which Chrest alone can have. 

Surely your Lordship must have so great an Aversion to 
Popery, that you never could so much as look into their Books ; 
for otherwise I cannot conceive how you should not know, that 
the Roman Catholics pretended to no Power of Judging so as to 
affect People, but upon certain Conditions, as Clave non errante ; 
but I suppose this is not a Power of Judging which belongs to 
our Saviour ; Clave non errante has no Place in his Judgments. 
How then can your Lordship charge the Papists with assuming 
his Power, when that which they assume, cannot be ascribed to 
him without Blasphemy? So that, my Lord, it is just as pardon- 
able to guard your People against ‘these Presumptions, as it is to 
alarm them with false and imaginary Dangers, 

Again you say ; But how lately ts it, that we have had People 
terrified with this very Presumption, even by Protestants » and the 
Terms of Church Power,and the spiritual fatal Effects of Church 
Censures, made use of to frighten Men into a separate Com- 
munzon ? 

My Lord, I shall not here enter into the Merits.of that Con- 
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troversy, which your Lordship here points at; it being the 
Doctrine itself which your Lordship blames, and not the Mis- 
application of it. Thus you censure them, not because they 
would draw People from a ¢vwe Church to a false one, but because 
they pretend to frighten Men out of one Communion into an- 
other. This is your Lordship’s heavy Charge against them, that 
they should presume to talk of the Differences of Communions, 
and prefer one Communion to another. So that whoever thinks 
any way of Worship to be dangerous, and endeavours to with- 
draw People from it, is here censured by your Lordship, as 
pretending to judge in Christ’s stead, and setting up an Authority 
in Opposition to the last Day. 

Your Lordship saith, it is with this very Presumption (v7z., that 
they can pass the irreversible Sentence) chat these Men have 
endeavoured to frighten People into a separate Communion. If I 
should say, that -it is upon Presumption that Christ never appeared 
in the World, that your Lordship has delivered your late Doc- 
trines, I should freely submit to the Charge of Calumny; and I 
am sure your Lordship has ventured as far, in saying that it was 
with Zhzs very Presumption that these Men delivered such 
Doctrines. And your Lordship has as much reason to charge 
them with A¢hetsm, as with this very Presumpteon; for they no 
more presume Zo judge in Chrest’s stead, or pass the zrreverszble 
Sentence, than they presume there is no God. 

Your Lordship has still, it seems, another Adversary, a late 
Writer (the Dean of Chzchester) who has spoken unwartly of the 
Effects of the spiritual Punishments, the Church inflicts, being 
generally suspended till the Offender comes tnto the other Worla.* 

This first Censure is very modest, carrying it no farther than 
an unwary Expression; but presently the Charge advances ; and, 
you say, zf zt be thus, you confess you think the Condition of 
Christians much worse than the Condition in which St. Paul 
describes the Heathens, who are left to their own Consctences and 
the righteous Judgment of God. So that at last it-comes to this, 
that the Dean has taught such Doctrine, as makes it more desir- 
able to be a Heathen than a Christian. 

Let us therefore try how this Charge is supported : The Deux 
has said, the Effects of spiritual Punishments are generally 
suspended till the Offender comes into another World ;+ therefore, 
says your Lordship, the Condition of Christians ts much worse 
than that of Heathens, and the Reason is this, because Heathens 
are left to their own Consciences and the righteous Judgment of 
God; so that if spiritual Punishments signify anything to 
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Offenders in the other World, or have any Effect there, then such 
People are in your Lordship’s Judgment, not /ef/t to ther own 
Consctences and the righteous Judgment of God. 

Pray, my Lord, how does it follow that if spiritual Punishments 
have any Effect in the other World, that then Offenders ave not 
left to the righteous Judgment of God ? 

Is it an Argument that People are not deft to the righteous 
Judgment of God, because they are to be punished in the other 
World? Or is it an Argument that they are excluded from 
God’s righteous Judgment, because they are not punished till 
they come thither? I should have thought it a plain Argument 
for the direct contrary, and that one could not give a stronger 
Proof that such Offenders were left to the righteous Judgment of 
God, than by saying that the Effects of such Punishments are 
not felt till the Offender comes into the other World; I should 
have thought this a manifest Declaration that the Offender was 
to fall to the righteous Judgment of God, since he was not to feel 
any Punishment till he was fallen into God’s Hands. If the 
Dean had intended to teach that Church Punishments have no 
Effect, but such as the righteous Judgment of God gives them, 
how could he have better signified his Intention, than by 
declaring, that the Effects of such Punishments are generally 
suspended till the Offender comes into the other World? How 
could the Dean more expressly guard against any horrible 
Apprehensions of Church Censures, or more directly refer the 
Cause to God, than he has done here? His Words are a plain 
Declaration, that such Offenders must fall to the xzghteous Judg- 
ment of God, since they are to fall into his Hands before they feel 
the Effects of such Punishment. 

If any discontented Offender against the Church should tell 
me, that if the Censures of the Church can signify anything to 
him, he should be glad to be a Heathen, and have his Fate 
amongst them ; would it not be sufficient Matter of Satisfaction 
to tell him, that these Punishments will have no Effect but in 
the other World, where there can be no Injustice ; and that it is 
the same God who judges the Heathens, who will judge Chris- 
tians ? 

Yet this Declaration, which is the only Ground for Satisfaction 
to Men of Conscience, under the Censures of the Church, is by 
your Lordship pretended to be such an Evil, as to make us 
rather resign our Christianity, than submit to it. This is all 
which the Dean has said to make it more desirable to be a 
Heathen than a Christtan. 

Suppose, my Lord, the Matter had been worded stronger, and 
instead of saying that the Zffects of spiritual Punishments are 
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generally suspended till the Offenders come into the other World, it 
had been said, the spirztual Censures of the Church shall vse zx 
the Judgment and condemn Offenders. If it had been thus 
expressed, what Complaints might you not have made against 
such unwary Expressions? What Cruelties and Hardships 
might you not have charged on such Doctrine? And how 
advantageously might you have compared the Felicity of 
Heathenism to such Christianzty ? 

But, my Lord, that Dzvzne Person who has reserved to himself 
the righteous Judgment of the World, has yet declared to a 
certain Generation, that the Men of Mineveh shall rzse up in the 
Judgment with them and condemn them, because those repented at 
the preaching of Jonas, but these did not, though a greater than 
Jonas was with them.* 

Now, my Lord, here lies the same Objection against this 
Doctrine, which there does against the Dean’s. For is it not full 
as hard that the Repentance of the Men of Wzneveh, or anywhere 
else, should have any Effect upon the Impenitent at the Day of 
Judgment, as that the Cexsures of the Church should have any 
Effect upon Offenders in the other World? Is it not as cruel 
that the Impenitent shall have their Guilt aggravated by other 
People’s preaching or Repentance, as by other People’s Censures ? 
And would it not be as proper here to say, if this be so, happy 
they who never heard of Preaching or Repentance, as to set forth 
the Happiness of Heathens, because they are free from Church 
Censures? Tf the Sentence of the Church will rise in Judgment 
and condemn Offenders, then you say such Persons do not fall 
to the righteous Judgment of God. But is not this as true of the 
Men of WVzmeveh, that if they shall rise up in Judgment and con- 
demn the Impenitent, that then such Persons are not left to the 
righteous Judgment of God ? 

So that had you been one of our Saviour’s Hearers, you must 
have been as much astonished at his Doctrine, as at the Dean’s 
unwary Expression, and have been obliged to say then, as you 
have said now, that you have such Notions of the Goodness of God, 
and of his gracious Designs in the Gospel, that you think wt your 
Duty to declare your Judgment, that the Supposition is greatly 
injurious to the Honour of God and of the Gospel, and the thing 
ztself zmpossible to be concerved.t | 7 

Your Lordship has here only advanced this Argument against 
the Significancy of Church Censures, but anyone else may as 
justly, and to as much Purpose urge it against every Part of 
Christianity. 
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Thus it may serve to prove that it would be better never to 
have had the Scriptures ; for if any Texts of Scripture shall rise 
in Judgment and condemn those who disbelieved them, or dis- 
regarded their Doctrine, then it may be said, much happier are 
the Heathens, who have nothing of this to fear from any Scrip- 
tures, but are left to their own Consciences and the righteous Judg- 
ment of God. 

Again; As this Argument proves even the Scriptures to be 
an Unhappiness, so will it prove every Advantage in human 
Life to be a Misery. 

For it is certain that the Examples of religious Men, the good 
Advice of our Friends, and the virtuous Commands of our Parents 
and Governors, will, if neglected, affect our Condition ; and though, 
like the spiritual Corvectzons of the Church, they may not be felt 
here, yet hereafter they will rise in Judgment and condemn us. 
May I not here say with your Lordship, zf the Case be thus ; 
if other People’s Wisdom, Virtue, Advice or Commands, can affect 
our Stave in the next World, then more happy are those who 
never saw a good or wzse Man in their Lives, and who have nothing 
to fear from the Advice or Commands of any, but ave left to their 
own Consciences and the righteous Judgment of God. 

So that you cannot condemn the Dean’s Doctrine as horrible, 
without condemning it as an orrid/e thing, that the Men of 
Nineveh should rise in Judgment and condemn the impenitent 
Jews; or an horrible thing that the Lzghkt of the Gospel, the 
Blessings of Christianity, and the Advantages of Education, should 
have any Effect in the next World upon those, who despised 
them in this World. 


Of the Authority of the Church, as it 


relates to Excommunication. 


N order to vindicate this Doctrine thoroughly, and shew 
upon what bottom it is founded, I shall, as briefly as I 
can, state the Vature and /ntent of spiritual Punishments, 
and shew what Effects they have upon Offenders in the 
other World; from whence, I persuade myself, it will 

farther appear, that such Effects do no more exclude Persons 
from the righteous Judgment of God, than the Heathens are 
excluded from his righteous Judgment. 

Now that corrupt Members may be cut off from Christian 





Communion, till by their Amendment they recommend them- 
selves to a Re-admission, is plain from Scripture. This is even 
granted by your Lordship, that Chrzstzans may set a Mark upon 
Notorious Offenders, even by refusing to them the peculiar Tokens 
and Marks of Christtan Communion, as well as by avoiding thetr 
Company and Conversation.* But then your Lordship makes no 
more of it, than a Right which all Christians have to avotd an 
open, wilful, and scandalous Sinner,+ so that this Excommunt- 
cation, considered as a Church Act, is only the same Power ina 
Body or Society, of avoiding Persons they abhor; which is the 
common Privilege of every single Person, whether in or out of 
the Church, to shun those he dislikes. 

And all the Excommunication you allow, is this, that as 
private Persons have a Right to shun and avoid those they 
dislike, so the Church may exclude such Members as are dis- 
approved of; and that this judging, or excommunicating, is a 
Right equally invested in all Christians, and entirely without any 
Effect upon the Person excommunicated, so as to make his 
Condition either better or worse before God. 

I shall therefore, my Lord, beg leave to shew that the Power 
of Excommunication, is a /udiczal Power, which belongs to par- 
ticular Persons, which they have a Right to exercise from the 
Authority of Christ ; and that Persons so excommunicated, are 
not to be looked upon as Persons who are only to be abhorred 
and avoided by Christians, as any Man may avoid those he 
dislikes, but as Persons who are to be avoided by Christians, 
because they lie under the Sezzence of God, and are by his 
Authority turned out of his Kingdom. 

That Excommunication is a Power which belongs only to 
particular Persons, will appear from the Nature of the Thing 
itself, as it is an Exclusion of Persons from the Christian 
Worship: for as only particular Men can offczate in the Christian 
Worship, and admit People into Communion; so only those 
Persons can refuse the Sacrament, and exclude Offenders from 
Communion. Nothing can be more plain, than that those who 
can alone administer the Sacrament, can alone exclude Men 
from it. 

All Persons are admitted conditionally into the Christian 
Covenant, and have only a Title to the Benefits of it, or the 
ordinary Means of Grace, as they perform the Conditions of their 
Admission; and those same Persons who have alone the 
Authority to admit them into the Church upon those Conditions, 
have alone the Authority to exclude them for Non-performance. 
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And their Act of Exclusion is as effectual towards the taking 
from them all the Privileges of Christians, and as truly makes. 
them A/lzens from the Kingdom of God, as their Act of Admis- 
sion at first entitled them to all the Benefits of Church-Com- 
munion. For as they have as much Authority to exclude some, 
as they have to admit others into the Church, the Authority 
being the same in both Cases, it must be in both Cases egually 
effectual. 

If your Lordship will say that all People, are equally qualified 
to admit Persons into the Church, that, Go ye, and baptize all 
Nations, conferred the same Powers on all Christians; then 
indeed it must be granted that Excommunication, or Exclusion 
from the Church, is a Right equally invested in all Christians. 
But as sure as Christ gave peculiar Powers to his Apostles, as 
sure as they left particular Men to succeed them in their Powers, 
so sure is it that only such Successors can either admit or exclude 
Persons from Christian Communion. 

Secondly; That Excommunication belongs to particular 
Persons, will appear from the Institution of it in Scripture. 

Tf thy Brother shall trespass against thee, go and tell him his 
Fault between thee and him alone. But if he will not hear thee, 
then take with thee one or two more. And tf he shall neglect to 
hear them, tell tt unto the Church; but tf he neglect to hear the 
Church, let him be unto thee as an Heathen Man, and a Publican. 
Verily I say unto you, whatsoever ye shall bind on Earth, shall be 
bound in Heaven; and whatsoever ye shall loose on Earth, shall be 
loosed in Fleaven.* 

Here, my Lord, is as plain an Institution of Eacommuntcation, 
as can well be conceived; and he who can doubt of it, may 
doubt whether Baptism be instituted in Scripture. 

First, We may observe that here is an Authority given to the 
Church over the Offender, and that such an Authority, as neither 
belonged to private Men, either separate or united together ; for 
the Offender here had first been admonished, by a single Person,. 
then by one or two more, 7.e.,an indefinite Number, but still here 
is nothing granted but Admonition; but as soon as he is 
brought before the Church, there an Authority appears, and the 
Offender is to feel its Sentence, Jet him be unto thee as an 
Heathen. 

Secondly ; That this Authority did not belong to the Church, 
considered only as a greater Number of Christians, but as it 
signified particular Persons who had this Authority from Christ, 
for the Edification of his Church. 
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For Christ expressly declares in the following Verse, that 
where two or three ave met together in his Name, there is He tn the 
midst of them. 

Here is the Description of that Church before whom the 
Offender was to be brought, and whose Authority Christ 
promises to support; it is ¢wo or three met together in his 
Name. 

Now the Church had not this Authority over the Offender, 
considered as a NVumler, z.2., as two or three ; for we see that the 
Offender had been already before such a Church; he had been 
before ¢wo or three ; and after Neglect of them, he was brought 
before another fwo or three, met together zx Christ’s Name. 
Which is a plain Proof that the Offender was not censured by 
the Church, as it signifies a Number of Christians, but as it 
implies particular Persons acting in the Mame of Christ, and 
with Azs Authority. 

Thirdly ; We may observe that the Authority here granted to 
the Church isa /udiczal Authority, such an Authority as affects 
and alters the Condition of the Person excommunicated, implied 
in these Words, Let him be unto thee as an Heathen ; that ts, as 
the Bishop of Oxford observes, zx the most natural and comiion 
Sense of the Words, they should look upon him no longer as a 
Member of the Church, but place him amongst Infidels ;* and 
again, as reduced into the State of Heathens.+ 

Now unless it can be said, that a Person who is turned out of 
the Kingdom of God, and reduced into the State of Heathens, is 
in the same Condition which he was, when he was in the Church, 
and had a Right to all the Benefits of Communion; unless we 
can say that a Person thus rejected from the Means of Grace, by 
the Comzitsston of Christ, is in the same Condition with him, 
who is continued in the Church by the same Cowmmetsston of 
Christ; it must be allowed that here is a /xdiczal Power 
granted to the Church, and such as affects the Condition of the 
Offender in the Sight of God. | 

Fourthly ; It is to be observed, that this Authority of the 
Church is made /udicial by the express Promise of God to 
ratify and confirm it. For after it is said, /e¢ hz be unto thee as | 
an Feathen, it is declared, that whatsoever they should thus bind 
on Earth, should be bound tn Heaven. , 

From all this, it plainly appears, that Excommunication is as 
truly a Divine Posztive Punishment, as Baptism is a Divine 
Posttive Blessing ; and that the one as certainly excludes us from 
the Kingdom of God, as the other admzts us into it. For since 





* Chur. Gov. p. 351. t Jbid., p. 356. 
IO 


146 Three Letters to 


here is as plainly Christ’s express Authority to take from some 
Men the ordinary Means of Grace, and exclude them from the 
common Benefits of Christianity, as there is his Authority Zo go 
and baptize all Nations ; 1 desire to know, why one is not as 
truly a Divine Posttzve /nstitution as the other? Is not Christ’s 
Authority as effectual and significant in excluding, as in admit- 
ting Persons into his Kingdom? Is not that same Power as 
able to take away the Privileges of Church-Membership, as it 
was at first to grant them ? | 

If therefore there be any Blessing or Happiness in our being 
admitted into the Church; there must be as much Misery and 
Punishment in our Fxc/usion from it. For as it implies the Loss 
of all those Privileges and Favours we were made Partakers of 
by our Admission into the Church; so we must needs be 
punished in the same degree that we were happy. 

If therefore Baptism, a Divine Poszteve Institution to admit us 
into the Privileges of Christianity, makes any Alteration in our 
Condition, as to the Favour of God, ze., if we are brought any 
nearer to God by Baptism, than we were before ; then it plainly 
follows, Excommunication, a Divine Posztive Institution, which 
deprives us of all these Privileges of Christianity, and, as the 
Bishop of Oxzjord expresses it, reduces Offenders zuto the State of 
Heathens, must needs affect our Condition with regard to the 
Favour of God. 

For if there be anything in Baptism which is just Matter of 
Joy, there is something equally Terrible in Excommunication ; 
which, when rightly executed, as effectually makes us Aliens 
from the Promises of God, as Baptism, when rightly adminis- 
tered, makes us Children of God, and Heirs of eternal Life. So 
that he who can ridicule and expose the Terrors and Effects of 
Excommunication, is acting just as Christian a part, as he who 
derides and despises the Benefits and Advantages of Baptzsuz. 

Seeing therefore the Church hath as express an Authority to 
turn some Men out of the Church, as it hath to admit others 
into it, it is as false an Account of Eacommunication, to make it 
only that common Right which every Man has, to avoid those he 
dislikes ; as if it should be said, that Admission into the Church 
by Baptism, implies no more, than that common Right which 
every Man has to do good Offices for those he likes. Now, my 
Lord, is Baptism to be administered, because Persons may do 
good Offices for one another? Is there a Power in the Church 
to increase its Members, by admitting others into Communion, 
for this reason, because People have a common Right to choose 
their Company? If not, my Lord, how comes the Exclusion of 
Members to be nothing but a common Right of avoiding those 
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we dislike? Are not Persons excluded from all the Benefits of 
their Admission? So that if there was any Authority required 
for the Admission of Persons into the Church, if this Authority 
was only from God, it is certain that an Exclusion from these 
Church-Privileges, cannot be executed but by the same Au- 
thority, which first granted them. For no Person can be 
deprived of any Privileges, but by that Power which at first 
granted them. 

When therefore your Lordship recurs to the common Right of 
Persons to avoid, if they can, those they dislike, in order to state 
the Nature of Excommunication; it is just as much to the 
Purpose, as if I should get a Chemist to examine the natural 
Qualities of Water, in order to state the true Efficacy of 
Baptism: for Men no more act by any Powers of their own 
when they exclude Offenders, than they baptize others into 
Communion by their own Authority, or than Water unites them 
to Christ by its natural Qualities. 

Yet your Lordship sets forth the Nature of Excommunication, 
and the Right the Church has to it, only from that common Right, 
which all Christians have of avoiding tf they can those they dislike. 
Thus you say, the Church may excommunicate, because every 
Person has a Right to judge, nay he cannot help judging of the 
Behaviour of Men ;* that every Man will judge him to be a Mur- 
derer, who takes away his Neighbours Life unjustly. 

This comes up as truly to the Nature of Excommunication, 
and is as just an Account of it, as if anyone should set forth the 
Authority of a British /wdge, and show the Extent of his /udzczal 
Power, by saying, he indeed may judge and condemn a Mur- 
derer, for this is the Right of every Person to judge, and no one 
can help judging and condemning a Murderer. It is as consistent 
with Sense, thus to set out the Power of the Judge, as it is with 
Reason and Scripture, to compare Excommunication to that 
private Power of /udging and Thinking which everyone enjoys. 

For, my Lord, can it be supposed that when our Saviour tells 
them, that they should reject such a Person out of the Church, 
and look upon him as an Heathen, and that he would bind, z.e., 
confirm their Sentence ; can it be supposed, that he only meant 
they might ¢hénzk and judge a wicked Person to be a wicked 
Person, only in such a manner as every Man cannot help Think- 
ing and Judging ? If our blessed Lord only here intended this, 
what occasion was there for his Promise to ratify their Judg- 
ment? What need is there of an Assurance, that they shall 
privately judge, what they cannot help privately judging? Or 
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indeed to what Purpose is any Promise at all made here, if 
nothing is to be effected? If this Sentence be only a private, 
unauthorised Declaration, like the Opinion or Judgment of 
private Men, what Room can there be for this Ratification of our 
Saviour? If no Effects are intended in the /udgment of the 
Church, what can be the meaning of this Promise? Or rather, 
since our Saviour has here instituted the Authority, and promised 
to ratify the Exercise of it, how dares any Christian to compare 
it to a private personal Power of Judging, or declare that it is 
without any Effect upon the Condition of Christians? For, my 
Lord, either something is here promised to the Sentence of the 
Church, or there is not; if there issomething promised, then the 
Sentence of the Church is no more like the personal Sentence of 
private Men, than the Power of a Judge is like the Power of a 
private Man ; if you will say there is nothing here promised in 
these Words, whatsoever ye shall bind on Earth, shall be bound in 
Fleaven, &c., then you must say that there is nothing at all 
meant in them; for it is impossible to shew that they can 
have any other Meaning, than that of a Promise; so that if 
no Promise is made, they are certainly so many dead Letters. 

Again; That thisis a /udzczal Power, is also evident from the 
Case of the incestuous Corinthian. St. Paul says, What have I 
to do, to gudge them also which ave without? Now the Apostle 
could not have put this Question, if by Judging here had been 
meant no Authority, but a private Power of judging and think- 
ing a Sinner to be a Sinner. For a Man can no more help 
judging a Murderer to be a Murderer, which is without the 
Church, than if he were within the Church. And it is as proper 
for us to judge and think aright of those who are out of the 
Church, as of those who are within it. So that St. Paul could 
not mean, What have I to do to think a Murderer to be a Mur- 
derer which is without the Church, it being every Man’s Duty to 
think as truly of all Things and Persons as he can? Seeing 
therefore he plainly intimates that he had a Power of Judging in 
the Church, which did not belong to him out of the Church, it 
follows that this Power was /udzczal and Authoritative ; for a 
private Power of Judging and Thinking, belongs to every Man 
with regard to every Thing. 

We shall more easily understand what is meant by the 
Effects of spiritual Punishments, if we consider them under this 
Division. 

First, Such as are the primary and intended Effects; secondly, 
Such as are only the acczdental Effects of them. 

Now as to the primary and intended Effects of spiritual 
Punishments, they are these. 
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First, To preserve the Honour of God and his Church, that ill 
Members being cut off, it might be presented a glorious Church, 
not having Spot or Wrinkle, or any such thing ; but that it might 
be Holy, and without Blemish.* 

Secondly, To reform Offenders, and reclaim them from their 
Vices ; it is a Discipline given to the Church for the Edification, 
and not the Destruction of its Members. Thus St. Paul says, 
the incestuous Corinthian was to be delivered over to Satan, for 
the Destruction of the Flesh, that his Spirit might be saved in the 
Day of the Lora.+ 

Thirdly, To preserve the rest of the Church from the ill 
Influence of their Example, and that by such Punishments 
exercised upon others, they might fear, and learn from thence 
not to offend. 

These are the intended Effects of the Punishments which the 
Church inflicts, to preserve it a Holy Society, and save the Souls 
of its Members. 

God Almighty has instituted several Means for the Advance- 
ment of Virtue, and the Salvation of Mankind; and amongst 
others, he has set up this Authority of the Church to promote 
the same Ends. It is his Auszan, ordinary Means for the Preser- 
vation of his Church; and therefore as it cannot operate infallibly, 
or affect People with a Divine Certainty, it is only conditional, 
and is to prevail towards the Salvation of Mankind, as far as 
human and conditional Means can prevail. 

And indeed, it is an Institution which has a very natural 
Tendency to produce the Effects designed by it. For, consider- 
ing Christianity as a Covenant with God, wherein our Title to 
Happiness depends upon our Use of the ordinary instituted 
Means of Grace, nothing can more naturally induce us to live 
worthy of such Means, than this Authority in the Church to 
withdraw them upon our Abuse, and expel us from the Terms 
of the Covenant. Men would not dare to transgress, when they 
saw they could neither break the Laws, nor corrupt the Faith of 
Christianity, without being turned out of the Church, by such a 
Power as Christ hath set up for that Purpose, and with his 
Promise to make good its Decrees. They must be very 
obstinate Sinners, who could be content to lie under a Sentence, 
which as effectually takes from them all Pretension to Christian 
Happiness, as their Baptism entitled them to those Pretensions 
at first. 

The chief Reason why Sinners are generally so little affected 
with the Horror of their Condition, is because they look upon 
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their Punishment at the future Judgment, as a great Distance 
off; and since they are within the Church, and enjoy the ordinary 
Means of Grace, they think they can repent in time. But now 
Christ, by instituting this Church Authority, has suited his 
Discipline to the Weakness and Frailty of our Nature ; and they 
who are only to be affected with Things present, have a present 
Judgment to fear; which, though it is only the Judgment of 
Men, yet is the Judgment of such Men as are commissioned to 
pronounce it in Christ’s Name, and with his Promise to ratify 
and confirm it. So that they have as much reason to look upon 
themselves as effectually cast out by God in that Sentence, as 
they were received into Covenant with God by Baptism ; for 
there is the same Divine Authority to support them both. 

As to those other Effects of spiritual Punishments in the other 
World, they are not the intended, but acczdental Effects of such 
Punishments, which are brought upon Offenders by their own 
wicked Behaviour under them. 

Thus the Salvation of Mankind is the primary zxfended Effect 
of Christianity ; yet it may have such Effect upon some Men by 
their own Impiety in it, as to make it better for them if they had 
never heard of the Name of Christ. For Christianity may 
become so much a Punishment to some Persons in the other 
World, that their Condition may be less tolerable than that of 
Sodom and Gomorrah. But then this is not the intended Effect 
of Christianity, but an accidental Effect which such Persons 
bring upon themselves; who by their own ill Conduct turn a 
Mercy into a Judgment, and make that which was intended to 
save them, the accidental Cause of their greater Ruin. 

Thus it is with spiritual Punishments ; they are the merciful 
Corrections of God intended to prevent our future Misery, but if 
disregarded, will certainly increase it. This will easily explain 
what is meant by the Affects of spiritual Punishments in the 
other World, or how ¢hey are suspended till the Offender comes 
thither. It is not the direct intended Effect of Church Punish- 
ments to increase the Misery of Sinners, or damn them in the 
other World; no more than it is the direct intended Effect of 
Christianity to increase People’s Damnation : But as Christianity, 
if abused, will be the accidental Cause of their greater Damna- 
tion who so abuse it; so the Censures of the Church, when 
despised, will have this accidental Effect, as to increase the 
Punishment of those who so despised them. This is the Nature 
of those Effects, which spiritual Punishments will have upon the 
Impenitent in another World. 

As for Instance, a Person who is turned out of the Church, 
may all this while be lusty and strong, and flourish in all the 
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Advantages of this Life; but when he comes into the other 
World, he may then find that the spiritual Punishment was a 
sore Evil, that it is ratified by Christ, has increased his Guilt, 
and will be Matter of Punishment hereafter. 

He will then find that the Censure of the Church has increased 
his Guilt in these Respects. 

First, As it was a /udiczal Sentence pronounced by Christ’s 
Authority, and therefore not to be despised or neglected without 
great Impiety ; so that let the Sinner have been what he will 
before, when he continues in his Sins in Contempt of ¢hzs Trzbunal 
set up in Christ’s Name, his Guilt is thereby exceedingly 
increased. 

Secondly, As it is the sost powerful Means, and the very 
utmost which God can do to reclaim, or even terrify Sinners 
from their Impiety, as it is the most awakening Call to Repent- 
ance, an Institution only less terrible than the last Judgment ; 
those who are not affected with it, must be rendered more odious 
in the Sight of God, and made ripe for a severer Punishment. 

These, my Lord, are the Effects of spiritual Punishments’ in 
the other World; it is thus that they alter the Condition of 
Offenders in the Sight of God in regard tohis Favour. They are 
certainly under greater Displeasure, after they have despised the 
Censures of Church Authority, and have resisted an /ustztutzon, 
which is the last possible Means to recover them. 

In former Times, God has been pleased to send his Prophets 
to forewarn Sinners of their Destruction, as /oxak to the Men of 
Nineveh: But in the Christian Dispensation, he governs us by his 
ordinary Providence; and though he does not send express 
Messengers to recall Sinners, yet he has instituted a standing 
Authority in his Church, to censure Offenders, and give them up 
to Destruction in his Name, unless they immediately repent. 
And what can we think more dreadful than a Sewdence thus 
pronounced against us by God’s Authority,and with his Promise 
to confirm it? 

Was there anything more awakening or more dreadful in the 
Preaching of Jonah, than in this Declaration? Jonah could only: 
preach and declare, he could execute nothing himself; it was his 
being sent in Goa’s Name, which created all the Terror, and was- 
the Motive to Repentance. Now though the Church can only 
censure and declare, yet since it is as truly commissioned to 
censure in God’s Name, as Jonah was sent in God’s Name, there 
is as much reason to dread the Consequences of neglecting the 
Church, as of not repenting at the Message or Preaching of any. 
Prophet from God. 

I must now beg leave here, my Lord, fo dament an Assertion 
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Jrom the Hands of a Christian and Protestant Bishop; where you 
declare, that the Excommunication of the incestuous Corinthian, 
neither added to God's Displeasure, nor would the want of tt have 
at all diminished tt. Netther if he had died in an tmpenttent 
Condition, would that Sentence have had any Effect in the other 
World.* 

This, my Lord, plainly supposes that there is neither Auzhorety 
nor Advantage in Excommunication ; for if there were, it is 
certain that our Adwse of itas an Advantage, and our Contempt 
of it as an Authority, must needs increase our Guilt, and con- 
sequently God’s Displeasure. Yet your Lordship here teaches 
the World, that if the incestuous Corinthian, though justly cen- 
sured, and that by an Apostle directing, and the whole Con- 
gregation joining, had died impenitent, zat Sentence would have 
had no Effect in the other World. 

Let us therefore suppose that some great Patron of Christian 
Liberty had gone to the disconsolate Corznthian, sorrowing under 
the Sentence of the Church, and endeavoured to quiet him after 
this manner. 

‘Why do you disquiet yourself with vain Fears about the 
‘Censure of the Church, which neither hath nor can have an 
‘ Effect upon your Condition as to the Favour of God. Let the 
‘Apostle and Church be as solemn as they please in the 
‘ Denunciation ; let them in the Name of Christ deliver you over 
‘to Satan; yet take Courage, and fear nothing from all this ; 

“* for you may depend upon it, that, after all, you are but just 
‘ where you were, before this Sentence were passed. And if you 
‘die impenitent, you have no Effects of this Censure to fear in 
‘the other World.’ 

Now this is the Doctrine your Lordship has taught for the 
Consolation of those who are, or are likely to be under the 
Sentence of the Church; which if it be now found Doctrine, it 
was as proper to be told the Corinthian then, as it is for your 
Lordship to teach it now. And if your Lordship had lived then, 
it would have been as proper to have told the Corinthian, as to 
tell us now; and you must have lain under the same Christian 
Necessity of delivering him from vain Fears, which now con- 
Strains you to set all at liberty from the like Apprehensions. 

St. Paul, speaking of the Sentence passed upon the Corznthian, 
says, Sufficient to such a Man was this Puntishment.t Now, my 
Lord, if it have nothing of the Nature of a Punishment, if it has 
no Effect where it is inflicted, if the Person said to be punished 
can feel no Effect from it, what strange Language is this? Can 
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that be called a Punishment, or a sufficient Punishment, which 
can in no degree be felt, which produces no Effects, or makes no 
Alteration in the Person where it falls ? 

Again St. Paul tells us, that he had amongst others which 
had corrupted the Faith, delzvered Hymeneus and Alexander to 
Satan, that they might learn not to blaspheme.* 

Now if this Sentence can have no Effect, if it cannot signify 
anything to them, if they are just in the same Condition after it, 
which they were before, why should it teach them not to 
blaspheme? Why should a Sentence which they had nothing 
to fear from, make them any longer afraid to continue in their 
Errors? Here was therefore either a pious Fraud made use of 
by the Apostle, to fright Men from their Heresies by something 
which was in itself vain and insignificant, or else your Lordship 
has mightily mistaken the Matter, in declaring that it is vain 
and insignificant. The Apostle plainly inflicts these Censures, 
as a Terror to Offenders, and to frighten them from continuing 
in their evil Courses ; but if, as you say, Persons be just in the 
same Condition after this Sentence, in which they were before, 
if it has no Effect upon them, though they are rightly censured, 
and yet die impenitent, which is what you expressly say of this 
Corinthian, then it is plain they are only pretended Terrors, and 
that when the Apostles use them as such, they must be charged 
with using them as a pious Fraud. And it must be owned that 
your Lordship has very frankly made the Discovery. 

But whoever has Piety enough to believe those First Ambas- 
sadors of Christ, will clear them from such a Charge, and rather 
think it possible that you may mistake in your Plilosophy, than 
they in their Divinity. 

To proceed ; You declare that though the zxcestuous Corinthian 
had died in an impenttent Condition, the Sentence of the Church 
would have had no Effect in the other World: By which you 
must mean, that it could not affect his Condition there, so as to 
increase his Punishment, and that because the Sentence did not 
add to God's Displeasure, which he incurs solely upon account of 
his own Behaviour, and not the Sentence of Men.t As thus, I 
suppose, your Lordship means, that if an Adulterer is censured 
by the Church, he is under God’s Displeasure solely on account 
of his Adultery, and not more so, on account of the Sentence of 
the Church; which cannot make him more an Adulterer, or 
more guilty in the Sight of God. It is for this reason that 
Church Censures are so insignificant, so void of all Effect in the. 
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other World; because it is our Sins alone, and not the Sentence 
of Men, which loses us the Favour of God. 

Let us therefore, my Lord, suppose that God himself had 
delivered this Sentence against the Corinthian which the Church 
did, your Lordship’s Doctrine would have procured him the 
same Ease and Quiet, and taught him to be no more concerned 
about it, than if it had been a mere Church Censure. For it is 
as true in your Lordship’s Sense, that the Sextence of God did 
not add to his Displeasure against him, that he was not angry 
at him because of his Sentence, but upon account of the Offender’s 
Behaviour. But, my Lord, will it therefore follow, that there is 
nothing to be dreaded in such a Sentence? Will it follow, that 
if the Person dies impenitent under it, that it would have no 
Effect in the other World? Would your Lordship go about, 
and preach Liberty to Persons under such a Sentence, and assure 
them that the Sentence itself could have no Effect, that they 
were but just where they were before it was pronounced ? 
Would you think it proper to deliver Men from such Appre- 
hensions, and persuade them that they are in no Danger 
from the Sentence of God? And that because it is not 
his own Sentence, but their Behaviour which increases his Dis- 
pleasure. 

This may perhaps appear a little too shocking, to set up for 
an Advocate for the Lazty against the Sentence of God ; but, my 
Lord, if you were to do so, you would have the same Argument 
to defend yourself against any Effect in the Dzvzne Sentence, 
which you now have against any Effect in the Sentence of the 
Church. It would be then as much to the Purpose to say, that 
God is not displeased with them, on the account of his own 
Sentence, but purely for their own Behaviour; as it is to tell 
Offenders, that it is not the Sextence of the Church, but their 
Behaviour which brings them under the Divine Displeasure. 

I must here therefore, my Lord, beg leave to call this a strzct 
Demonstration, that if the Sentence of the Church is not to be 
feared ; if it hath no Effect, because it is not the Sentence, but 
our own Behaviour which alone procures us the Divine Dis- 
pleasure ; if this be true, it is Demonstration, that if God himself 
was to pronounce this Church Sentence, and turn Offenders out. 
of Communion, that there would be nothing to be feared from it, 
that it could have zo Effect in the other World; for God’s Dis- 
pleasure against them, would not be occasioned by his own 
Sentence, but by their Behaviour. So that were the Discipline of 
the Church in God’s own Hands, and were he with his own 
Voice to threaten Sinners, as the Church now doth, your Lord- 
ship would be as much obliged to comfort the Lazty against any 
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Apprehension of any Effect from the Sentence itself, as you are 
now to deliver them from the Fear of Man’s Judgment. 

Again ; If the Sextence of the Church is not to be dreaded, if, 
it can have xo Effect in the other World, because we incur the 
Divine Displeasure solely on account of our own Behaviour ; 
then it is certain, that the Sentence of Christ himself at the last 
Day can have no Effect in the other World. 

If therefore any unwary Divine, should endeavour to alarm 
his Congregation with the /ffects of Christ’s Sentence at the last 
Day, your Lordship has taught anyone to reject the Doctrine, 
as greatly injurious to the Honour of God, and that such Doctrine 
was also tmpossible in itself to be conceived, he might presume 
Strictly to demonstrate.* 

A Sentence which makes not a Tittle of Alteration in the Condt- 
tzon of a Man, in the Eyes of God, with regard to hts Favour or 
Displeasure, cannot be said to have any Effect in the other World.+ 
But the Sentence of Christ at the last Day ts of this sort. 

Therefore the Sentence of Christ makes not a Tittle of Alteration 
in the Condttion of a Man, tn the Eyes of God, with regard to hts 
Favour or Displeasure. 

That the Sentence of Christ makes no Alteration tn the Condition 
of a Man with regard to the Favour or Displeasure of God, ts plain 
Jrom hence ; that Men incur the Divine Displeasure solely on 
account of their own Behaviour. 

Thus, my Lord, it is demonstratively certain, that as you have 
argued against the Effects of the Church’s Senzence in the other 
World, you have taught anyone to argue against any Effect in 
the Sentence of Christ in the next World; and consequently it 
must be as wzwary Doctrine, to frighten People with the Effects 
of Christ’s Sentence, as to terrify them with the Effects of the 
Sentence of the Church. And you have offered such an Argu- 
ment for the utter Insignificancy of this Sentence, as would 
make it equally insignificant, and void of all Effect, though it 
was pronounced by God himself. So that as much as you often 
seem to expose it as the Sentence of weak and fallible Men, yet 
your Argument does not reject it as a fal/zble Sentence, but as it 
is a Sentence far from having any Effect. So that if it was 
pronounced by God himself, it must be as much without E/fec¢, 
and every Sentence which ever can be pronounced by God, must 
be without any Effect as to his Favour or Displeasure, because 
that is solely occasioned by our own Behaviour. Therefore an 
infallible Sentence can no more have any Effect, than a fallzble 
one, because it is our Behaviour alone which can affect us. 
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This, my Lord, will be of great use to some People, who will be 
glad to find that they have no more Effects to fear from God’s 
Sentence, either in this World or the next, than your Lordship 
has from the Church. 

Again; if there be xo Effect in the Sentence of the Church in 
the other World, because our Sehaviour alone incurs the Divine 
Displeasure, then xothimg which God inflicts upon us here, can 
have any Effect in the other World. 

If therefore God’s /udgiments were visibly fallen upon some 
Town or Country, and an unwary Preacher should take occasion 
to excite them to a speedy Repentance, from the sad Effects 
such Judgments would have in the other World, if they had not 
their designed Effects in this, and declare that if they died im- 
penitent under them in this World, they would feel worse Effects 
of them in the other World: A Disciple of your Lordship’s 
might thus reprove the Falseness and Cruelty of such Doctrine. 
‘How can you terrify People with such vain Fears about God’s 
‘Judgments? Is he provoked against us by his own Thunder 
‘and Lightning? Dohis own /udgments add anything to his 
‘Displeasure against us? Can anything but our own Sins and 
‘Behaviour create his Displeasure ? Therefore we are certainly 
‘in the same Condition, as to that, which we were in before his 
‘ Judgments fell upon us ; and if we die impenitent under them, 
‘they can have zo Effect in the other World. False then and 
‘greatly dishonourable to God is your Doctrine, which supposes 
‘anything can have any Effect of that kind, but our own 
‘Behaviour. To alarm us therefore with the Effects of such 
‘ Judgments, is to put false Fears into our Minds, and teach us 
‘to dread things which are z7posszble ; for it is impossible that 
‘anything but our ownz Behaviour should increase our Punish- 
‘ment.’ 

Now, my Lord, is it cruel and unwary Doctrine to awaken 
Sinners under God’s /udgments to Repentance, from a Sense of 
the worse Effects of those Judgments in the other World, if they 
do not bring them to Repentance in this? If it is not, I desire 
to know, why it is not as Reasonable to alarm People with the 
Effects of spiritual Punishments, if disregarded, as with the 
Effects of God’s Judgments, if they are neglected? What 
is there in the Nature of the Thing, why one Punishment 
may have Effect in the other World, and not the other? They 
are both equally God's Punishments, intended for the same 
Ends. 

When Persons are rightly turned out of the Church, and 
denied the Ordinary Means of Grace, they are as truly under 
God’s special Judgment, as a Country which is oppressed with 
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Famine or Pestilence ; the one is his zustztuted, ordinary Judg- 
ment, to terrify Men from Iniquity; the other is his extraordinary 
Judgment, his miraculous Call to Repentance. It is therefore as 
sound a Christian Doctrine, to say, that if Persons die impenitent 
under God’s extraordinary Judgment, that such Judgment will 
have no Effect in the other World; as to say, that if the in- 
cestuous Corinthian had died impenitent under the just 
Sentence of the Church, z.e., God’s ordinary Judgment, that such 
Sentence or Judgment would have had no Effect in the other 
World. And consequently, to endeavour to terrify Sinners with 
the Effects of God’s /udgments in the other World, if they dis- 
regard them here, is as much condemned by your Lordship, as 
the Dean of Chichester’s Doctrine concerning the Effects of 
spiritual Punishments in the next World. 

Lastly ; Our blessed Saviour ‘o/d the Jews that if he had not 
conte, they had not had Sin, but now they have no Cloak for their 
Sin: Which plainly implies, that his coming into the World 
altered their Condztion as to the Favour of God, because it made 
them more guilty in his Sight than they were before he came. 
Yet your Lordship’s Argument against the Affects of Church 
Punishments, directly denies this Doctrine. For your Objection 
against any Affects in Church Punzshments, is full as strong 
against any Fffects in Christ’s comzng into the World. And if 
People may be more guilty in the Sight of God, after Christ is 
come, they may be more guilty after they have been censured by 
the Church, for the Reason is the same in both Cases. For 
there can be no Reason given, why Christ’s coming should affect 
their Condition with regard to the Favour of God, but that he 
had a Devine Mission, and was an Authoritative Call to Repent- 
ance ; but this is equally true of Excommunication, that it is a 
Divine Institution, an Authoritative Call to Repentance ; there- 
fore they must either both be allowed to affect People’s Condztion 
with regard to the Favour of God, or neither; for the Reason is 
exactly the same in both Cases. 

If therefore a learned Pharisee, seeing a relenting Pudlzcan 
touched with this Declaration of our Saviour’s, should have 
reproved him after this manner: 

‘You need not be concerned at this Person’s commzng into the 
‘World, for his coming does not increase God’s Displeasure 
‘against you, which can only be raised by your own Sehaviour ; 
‘it is solely on account of that, that you can be out of God's 
‘ Favour. Sinners are out of God’s Favour, if this Person had 
‘never come, and his coming does not add to God’s Displeasure 
‘against them ;.neither if they die in an impenitent Condition 
‘after he is come, will his comzng have any Effect in the other 
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‘World, where their Condition will not be determined by his 
‘coming, but by their own Behaviour,’ 

I should be glad, my Lord, to know what you could have said 
against such a Declaration, or how a Person who would have 
told the zzcestuous Corinthzan, that if he died impenitent under 
the Censure of the Church, that it would have no Effect in the 
other World, could have anything to object to the Pharisee, who 
tells the Publican, if he died impenitent after Christ’s comzng, 
that his coming will have mo Effect in the other World. 

The Pharisee has exactly the same Reason, to tell the Pud/ican, 
that he was neither the more, nor the less, out of God’s Favour 
for Christ’s coming, that you have to tell the Corinthian, that he 
was netther the more, nor the less, out of Gods Favour for what 
was done by the Church. For the Censure here was right and 
infallible, and passed in the Name and by the Authority of 
Christ ; it was passed by an Apostle, and you affirm that Christ 
was in all that the Apostles did ; therefore it may be truly said, 
that Christ himself came to the Corinthian in this Sentence, it 
was his Authority and Infallibility which censured him ; and yet 
you say that if he had died impenitent under zhzs Censure, he 
had been just where he was before, and it would have had xo 
Effect in the other World. 

Pray therefore, my Lord, let us know how anyone can be 
more guilty for Christ’s comzng, or why it shall have any Effect 
in the other World upon those who die impenitent? A few 
Reasons against this Pharisce, would be so many Reasons 
against your Lordship’s Doctrine. For Christ as truly comes to 
Christians in his /zstztutzons, as he came to the Jews in Person ; 
and it is as dangerous to disregard him in the one Appearance, 
as in the other. 

This Account of Excommunication will, I hope, be thought a 
sufficient Answer to your Lordship’s strict Demonstration, that 
wt has no Effects in the other World, nor adds anything to God's 
Displeasure. For from this it appears, that when you say, that 
supposing no such Punishment infitcted upon a wicked Christian, 
he ts under the Displeasure of Almighty God to an equal Degree, 
as he would be if it were inflicted :* It is as false as to say, that 
a wicked Jew was under the same Displeasure of God before 
Christ came, as he was afterwards ; or that a Person impenitent 
under an extraordinary Judgment, is no more out of God’s 
Favour afterwards, than he was before, or if God had never 
visited him. It is as false as to say, that if God himself was to 
pranounce the Sentence of ae Church, that panersons under it 
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would be just in the same Degree of Favour they were before, 
or that the Sentence of Christ at the last Day will have no 
Effect. 

The other Part of your Demonstration proceeds thus; Ex- 
communication has no Effect, because supposing it wrongfully 
wnfircted upon a Christian, he ts still equally in the Favour of 
God.* | 

The whole of this Argument amounts to this, that a right 
Censure of the Church hath no Effect, because a wrong one hath 
not. I should think anyone in a mighty want of Proof, who 
should say that the Excommunication of the zucestuous Coren- 
thian could have no Effect, because the Excommunication of 
some virtuous Person will not have any Effect ; yet this is your 
Lordship’s Demonstration, that it can signify nothing when it is 
right, because it signifies nothing when it is wrong. 

Is it an Argument, my Lord, that when a bullet flies through 
a Man’s Head it has xo Effect upon him, because it will have no 
Effect if it #zzss him? Is it a Proof that 47o¢zon cannot produce 
Fleat, because Rest cannot produce Heat ? 

If not, how comes it to be an Argument that a rzght Sentence 
hath no Effect, because a wrong one hath not the same Effect ? 

A right Sentence is as opposite to a wrong one, as Motzon is 
to Rest ; and it is as good Sense to say Motion has no such 
Effect, because Rest has no such Effect; as to say a rzght 
Sentence has no Effect, because a wrong one has not the same. 

A right Sentence, is the oz/y Excommunication which Christ 
hath instituted, and to which alone this Effect belongs; but it is 
strange Logzc to infer, that this /zs¢ztutzon cannot have suck an 
Effect, decause something which Christ hath zo¢ instituted, hath 
not the same Effect. 

A wrong Sentence is as truly a Breach and Transgression of 
that Excommunzcation which Christ hath instituted, as Adultery 
is a Breach of the seventh Commandment; it is therefore as 
absurd to say, that Chastzty hath not such an Effect, because 
Adultery hath not the same Effect, as to affirm that a right 
Sentence hath not such an Effect, because a Violation of that 
right Sentence hath not the same Effect. Your Lordship’s 
Argument is this, that the Sextence hath not suck an Effect in 
some Circumstances, because it hath not the same Effect in a// 
Circumstances : Which resolves itself into this Proposition, Tat 
nothing can produce any particular Effect, unless wt produce the 
same Effect in all Circumstances. 

Your Lordship might as well have called it a Demonstration 
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against a// Effects in the World, as against the E/fects of spiritual 
Censures: For there is nothing in the World, no Powers either 
Natural, Moral, or Political, which produce their Effects but in 
some supposed right Circumstances; yet this Ecclesiastical 
Power is demonstrated away by your Lordship, because it does 
not produce the same Effect in a// Circumstances. 

Farther; If there is no Effect in a right Sentence of the 
Church, because there is no Effect in a wrong one; then it will 
follow, that there is no Effect in either of the Sacraments when 
rightly received, because they want such Effect in Persons who 
do not rightly receive them. It may as often happen that the 
Sacraments are administered in wrong Circumstances, and as 
void of that Effect for which they were intended, as any wrong 
Sentence of the Church be pronounced ; but does it therefore 
follow, that there is ~o Effect in the Sacraments, that they are 
empty and useless to those who receive them rightly, because 
they are so to those who receive them otherwise? Your Lord- 
ship must either affirm that the Sacraments have no Effect, or 
that the Opus operatum is always effectual; for if you say they 
have Effect, though not always, then it is certain that the 
Sentence of the Church may have Effect, though not a/ways. 
Whether your Lordship will own the Popish Doctrine of the 
Opus operatum, or deny the Sacraments to be* Means of Grace, 
that is, to have any Effect, I cannot tell; but sure I am, if you 
do not hold one of these Doctrines, you must own the Sacra- 
ments to have conditzonal Effects in supposed Circumstances, 
which will sufficiently confute your own strict Demonstration, 
that Excommunication can have zo Effect, because it has not in 
all Circumstances, 

Again ; I presume it may very justly be said, that the Christian 
Revelation hath some Effect towards the Salvation of Mankind ; 
but then it hath not this Effect a/ways and zn all Cases, it is only 
effectual upon certain Condttions. Now if Excommunication 
can have no Effect, because it is not effectual when it is wrong- 
fully pronounced, then the Christian Revelation can have no 
Effect towards saving those who embrace it as they should, 
because it has no such Effect on those who embrace it otherwise. 
The Reason of the Thing is the same in both Cases, and anyone 
may as justly set forth the Vanity and Insignificancy of the 
Christian Revelation, because it does not save all its Professors, 
as your Lordship exposes the Weakness and Vanity of spiritual 
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Censures, because they do not absolutely, and in all Cases, 
throw People out of God’s Favour. 

I hope I have here said enough, to vindicate the Authority 
and Effects of the spiritual Punishments of the Church, against 
all your Lordship has advanced against them. 

I shall make an Observation or two more upon this Head, and 
then proceed to the other Parts of your Answer. 

You say, the zzcestuous Corinthian was never the more or the 
less in God’s Favour for what was done in the Church.* This 
Doctrine I have already confuted, and shall now only set this 
Passage in another Light. Let us suppose that you had said, 
that zo Man is more in God’s Favour for being rightly baptized 
by the Church. Now if a Person is not more in God’s Favour 
after he is rightly baptized by the Church, than he was before, 
then it is certain, that there is no need of Baptism by the Church ; 
for anything is sufficiently proved needless or useless in Religion, 
if it neither procures nor loses the Favour of God. This is un- 
deniably certain, that if we are not more in the Favour of God 
for being duly baptized by the Church, than if we were not 
baptized at all, that then that Baptism is a useless Trifle. 

Now this is the Doctrine which your Lordship has taught; for 
he that says the zzcestuous Corinthian, though justly turned out 
of the Church, was nezther the more or the less tn God’s Favour 
Jor what was done by the Church; says likewise, that he who is 
duly baptized into Covenant with God by the Church, is never 
the more or the less in God’s Favour for being duly baptized by 
the Church. For if it be a mere Trifle, and altogether insigni- 
ficant to us, as to the Favour of God, to be turned out of the 
Church, by such an Authority; it must be as mere a Trifle to be 
admitted into the Church by the same Authority. So that he 
who declares the one, plainly declares the other: For this is 
evidently plain, that if nothing be Jost as to the Favour of God, 
by our being duly turned out of the Church, that then nothing ts 
got as to the Favour of God, by our being duly admitted into 
the Church. 

For if our being in the Church was any Step towards God’s 
Favour, or rendered us more acceptable to him, those Degrees 
of Favour and Acceptance must be certainly lost, by our losing 
that which was the Cause of them. 

He therefore who asserts it is a Trifle to be turned out of the 
Church, must also assert, that it is as fruitless and trifling a thing 
to be admitted into the Church. So that all your Lordship’s 
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falls as directly upon Auman Baptisms ; and makes them as truly 
fruiticss Trifles without any Advantage, as it makes Excommu- 
iication a Trifle without any Punishment. 

This therefore is the Sum of your new Religion, set up out of 
pure Tenderness to the Laity, to deliver them from the Weight 
and Burden of Ordinances; this is to be their Support against 
human Lacommunications, human Benedictions, human Baptisms, 
&c., that whether before or after Laptzsm, whether before or 
after Excommunication, they are still the same Children of God. 

Again, you say, /f zt be supposed (as tt sometimes ts upon this 
Subject) that a Person behaves himself under the most undeserved 
Censures, with any degree of Impatience, Pride, or Stubbornness, 
and that this displeaseth Almighty God; it 1s plain that he incurs 
no part of that Displeasure, upon account of the Sentence of Men, 
but solely upon the account of his own Behaviour ; z¢ being his own 
Behaviour alone, and not the Sentence of Men, which has any such 
Effect. 

Here, my Lord, your Philosophy is upon the stretch, and rather 
than a Christian Institution should have any Force or Effect, 
you have let it run such lengths, as to make even the Ten 
Commandments as mere Trifles as the Sentence of Men. 

As for Instance : Suppose a Person should tell a Friend that 
he had a great liking to some of his Neighbour’s Goods, but that 
the eighth Commandment made him afraid to take them from 
him ; if his Friend were but a Master of your Phzlosophy, he 
might soon convince him of the Folly of such a Fear. He might 
tell him, that zf zt be supposed (as tt sometimes is supposed in this 
Case) that by his manner of taking Goods from his Neighbour, 
that he adispleaseth Almighty God, tt ts plain that he incurs no 
Part of that displeasure upon Account of the Commandment, but 
solely upon the Account of his own Behaviour, tt being his own 
Behaviour alone, and not the Commandment, which has any such 
Effect. He might also assure him, that the Commandment itself 
cannot hurt him, that he is not more or less in God’s Favour, 
for what that Commandment says, but purely for what he him- 
self does. 

I now, my Lord, freely submit it to the Judgment of common 
Sense, whether your profound PAzlosophy, does not as truly make 
void and set aside the Force and Effect of the Commandment, 
as the Affect of Excommunication. 

For it is plainly as reasonable to tell a Thzef, that the eighth | 
Commandment cannot hurt him; that if he steals, it is not the 
Commandment, but his own Behaviour alone, which will have 
any Effect ; as to declare, that an impenitent Offender is neither 
more or less in the Favour of God for what is done by the Church, 
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because even supposing God to be angry at him for his Behaviour 
towards the Sentence of the Church, yet it is not the Sentence, 
but his own Behaviour, which causes the Divine Displeasure ; 
therefore the Sentence, says your Lordship, is a Trifle without 
Effect. And therefore may it also be said, that the eighth 
Commandment is a Trifle without Effect ; for it is as true of the 
Commandment in this Sense, and your Lordship is as much 
obliged to say that it is our Behaviour against the Command- 
ment, and not the Commandment itself, which will raise God’s 
Displeasure, as to say it is our Behaviour under the Sentence, 
and not the Sentence itself, which brings God’s Displeasure upon 
us; so that it is undeniably plain, that if for this reason the 
Sentence of the Church be a Trifle without any Effect, that for 
the same reason the Commandment must be equally a Trifle, 
and equally without any Effect. 

And now, my Lord, need we not heed the Commandments, 
because it is not the Commandments themselves which will have 
any Effect upon us? Why then are we to be exhorted, and 
preached up into a Contempt of the Sentence of the Church, 
because it is not the Sentence itself will have any Effect upon 
us? Is it safe to sin against the Authority of the Command- 
ment, because it is not the Commandment itself which can 
punish us? If not, where is the Sense, or Reason, or Christianity 
of telling us, that we need not heed the Sentence of the Church, 
because the Sentence itself cannot punish us? 

Suppose some High Churchman had writ a Treatise against 
Stealing, and had carried the Matter so very far, as to talk of 
the fatal Effect which the eighth Commandment would have 
upon Offenders, when it should rise up in Judgment and con- 
demn them. 

Would your Lordship think yourself obliged in regard to the 
Liberty of those who want other People’s Goods, to tell them, 
that indeed they ought to take care to act with Sincerity in 
their acquiring the temporal Things of this Life, that they ought 
to consider with the utmost Impartiality the Nature of Property, 
and the Conditions of that Original Contract, which first settled 
the Azghts and Bounds of it,and gave every Man a Right in 
such or such a Part of the Things of this Life; but that if they 
should through Jmpatience of Want, or Pride, or any other 
Passion or Prejudice, make too free with their Neighbour’s 
Property, and so displease Almighty God; would you think 
yourself obliged to tell them, that tke fatal Effects of the eighth 
Commandment, and its pretended rising up in Judgment here- 
after, is all Sham and Banter; and that however God may be 
displeased with them, yet that Commandment will have no 
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Effect upon them? Would your Love of Liberty, your Concern 
for the Laity, engage you to give so much Comfort, and preach 
such smooth things to such a Class of People? 

Thus much may be fairly affirmed, that you might as well 
deliver such a sort of People from their Fear of the Command- 
ment, as to endeavour to persuade impenitent Offenders not to 
fear the Sentence of the Church. For as the Guilt of Stealing 
is aggravated by being contracted against the Authority of the 
eighth Commandment; so the Guilt of Impenitence is heightened, 
by a Continuance in it against that Authority in the Church, 
which is as truly founded by God to prevent the Growth of Sin, 
as the eighth Commandment was given by God to prevent 
Stealing. So that he who teaches Offenders to disregard this 
Sentence, which is authorised by God to awaken and terrify 
them into Repentance, does the same as if he should teach 
Thieves to disregard the eighth Commandment, which was 
given by God to affright People from stealing. 

If it should be here objected, that there is a very great differ- 
ence betwixt the Duty we owe to the eighth Commandment, and 
our Duty to the Sentence of the Church; because the Com- 
mandment is always right and the same, whereas the Church 
may err in its Sentence. 

To this it may be answered, that granting all this, that the 
Church may sometimes err in its Sentence ; yet if it is ever in the 
right, if it ever can be a fault, or dangerous for Sinners not to 
submit to, and be corrected by it, this will condemn your Doc- 
trine, which sets it out constantly, and in all Circumstances, as a 
Dream and Trifle, and without any Effect. 

Secondly; Here is no room left for you to plead the Uncer- 
tainty of the Church’s Sentence, in regard to the Certainty of 
the Commandment ; because you directly set forth your Doc- 
trine in a Case (that of the incestuous Corinthian) where all 
was right and just,and yet declare that in that Case it was with- 
out any Effects; and that if the incestuous Corznzthian had con- 
tinued impenitent under it, and disregarded it as long as he had 
lived, it had signified no more to him than if it had never been 
pronounced. And in this Case, my Lord, and upon this Suppo- 
sition, that the Authority judges and condemns such Sinners as 
it ought to do, it is as abominable to tell such that they have 
nothing to fear from the Judgment of the Church, as to tell a 
Thief that he has nothing to fear from the eighth Command- 
ment. And I here challenge all the Reason which ever appeared 
against the Doctrines of Christianity, to show me, why it is not 
as agreeable to the Scripture to declare, that if a Thzef lives and 
dies in his Sins of Stealing, that he has nothing to fear from the 
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eighth Commandment; as to declare that an impenitent 
Offender, though jus¢/y censured by the Authority of the Church, 
has nothing to fear from such a Censure, though he lives and 
dies in the Contempt of it. | 

Thirdly and lastly ; Though the Church may sometimes err 
in its Authority, and the Commandment is always right; yet 
your Doctrine makes it as reasonable to declare the Command- 
ment without any Effect, as to declare the Sentence of the 
Church to be without any Effect. For you do not say that 
Excommunication is a Trifle without any Effect, because it is a 
Sentence which may sometimes be wrong ; but because, though 
we should displease God under the Sentence of the Church, yet 
that Displeasure would not have been occasioned by the Sentence, 
but by our Behaviour alone. And this Doctrine plainly makes 
all the Commandments as mere Trifles and void of all Effect, as 
it makes the Sentence of the Church so. For it is as true in 
your Sense, and you are as much obliged to say, that if we sin 
against the Commandments, and incur the Displeasure of God, 
that it is not the Commandments, but our Behaviour alone which 
causes it: And so the Commandments of God have no more to 
do with the Favour of God, but are as mere Dreams without any 
Effect, as the human Excommunications you have so much 
exposed. This, my Lord, is a very compendious Confutation 
both of the Zaw and the Gospel ; and is a good reason, why so 
many of those who have no regard for either, but think Zea/ in 
Religion a Meanness of Spirit, are yet great Zealots for your 
Lordship’s Opinions. 





Of Church-Authority, as it relates to 


external Communion. 


Ye Lordship says, J know of no Church Authority to 


oblige Christians to external Communion, nor anything 
to determine them but their own Consciences.* But to 
show your Desire to be informed, your Lordship 
frequently calls upon the Learned Committee to 
declare what the Authority of the Church is. It is something 
strange, that you should have been so long writing down the 
Authority of the Church, and yet not know what is meant by 
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Church Authority ; that you should take so much pains to oppose 
(as you say) only absolute Authority, and yet not know whether 
there be any else, or what Authority you have left in the Church, 
It is yet something stranger that a Bzshop of the Church, should 
be frightening the Lazty from a kind of Church Authority which 
is not claimed over them, and yet be at the same time pre- 
tendedly ignorant of what sort of Church Authority they are 
under. Here you have been preaching against that, which they 
are not concerned with ; but when you should tell them what 
kind of Authority they are concerned with, you have not one 
word of Instruction; but call upon the Committee to declare, 
whether there be any such thing as Church Authority which is 
not absolute. My Lord, if there be not, to what purpose have 
you so often taken Refuge in the word Adsolute ? Or where is 
the Honesty or Reason of saying you have not denied a// 
Authority, but only that which is absolute, if you believe there is 
no Authority but what is absolute? If therefore your Lordship 
has made this Distinction with amy degree of Szucerity, if you 
intended anything more by it, than an artful playing with 
Words; it plainly lies at your Door to shew what Authority you 
have not touched ; and that in supposing that which is adsolute, 
you neither have, nor intended to oppose a// Authority and 
Jurisdiction in Matters of Religion. But, instead of this, if the 
Learned Committee should explain to your Lordship what that 
Authority is, which is not absolute ; you only venture so far as 
to say, that if there is any such Authority, you are, for aught that 
you have said, at liberty to declare for it.* Mighty cautiously 
expressed, my Lord! Had a Courtier, who rather intends to 
amuse than znform, and talk artfully than szncerely, delivered 
himself in such inconclusive Terms, it had not been much Matter 
either of Wonder or Complaint. But for a Bzskop, who makes 
Szucerity to be of more worth than all the Christian Religion ;. 
for this Bishop, in a Cause which he declares himself ready to 
die in; in such a Cause, as is of the last Consequence to us all, 
as Men, Christians, and Protestants; for this Bishop to say, zf 
there be such an Authority, instead of declaring whether there is 
or not; and to say, he zs at liberty to declare for it, instead of 
plainly saying whether he ought or not; however consistent it 
may be with Sincerity, I am sure it has too much the Appearance 
of the contrary. 

For seeing you are charged with denying e/ Authority in the 
Church, if you consulted Plainness and Sincerity, if you regarded 
the Information of the Vudgar, and the Peace of the Church, 
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which way could these Considerations lead you to defend your- 
self; but either to shew that there was a real Authority in the 
Church, which you had not opposed; or else plainly to own that 
you had denied all Authority, because all Authority of every 
kind is to be denied? But instead of declaring yourself openly 
and plainly for the sake of Truth, Peace, and Sincerity, you take 
Refuge in Words, and secure yourself behind a Cloud of 
Properly’s and Absolutely’s, to the Disturbance of honest Minds, 
and to the Satisfaction of the Profane. 

Since your Lordship calls out so often to be told what that 
Authority is which obliges us to external Communion, I shall beg 
leave to offer these following Considerations upon this Head, 
and hope they will sufficiently both assert and explain that 
Church Authority or Obligation, which we are all under to join 
in external Communion. 

Your Lordship says ; 7 know of no Church Authority to oblige 
any Christians to external Communion; nor anything to determine 
them, but their own Consctences.* I shall therefore beg leave to 
observe to your Lordship, what Azthority there is to oblige AZ 
Christians to external Communion ; and to show, that they are no 
more left at liberty in this Matter, than they are at liberty to steal 
or murder. 

I suppose it is not proper or true, to say, that you know of no 
Authority to oblige any Christians, or anything to keep them 
from the Practice of Stealing, but their own Consciences; because 
there is the express Authority of God against this Practice. Now 
if it would be improper and false to say this, because the Autho- 
rity of God has so plainly appeared in it; I shall easily prove, 
that it is as false and improper to say, that we have nothing but 
our Consciences to determine us in the Case of external Com- 
munion, since the Authority of God is as express in obliging us 
to this external Communion, as in requiring us to be just and 
honest in all our Dealings. 

I desire no more to be granted me here, than that it is necessary 
to be a Christian, and that we are called upon by the Authority — 
of God to embrace this Religion as necessary to Salvation. This, 
my Lord, is the express Doctrine of the Scriptures ; so that i 
hope I may presume upon it, as granted by your Lordship, that _ 
there is an Authority to oblige People to be Christians, and 
that this Authority makes it as necessary, that they should 
be Christians,as it is necessary to obey God, and conform to 
his Will. | 

First ; If Christianity be a Method of Life necessary to Sal- 
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vation, then we are necessarily obliged to external Communion ; 
for we can no other way appear to be Christians, either to our- 
selves or others, but by this external Communion. A Person 
who lives in a Clozster, may as well be taken for a Freld General, 
as he who is not in external Communion, for a Christian. For 
the Christian Religion is a Method of Worship distinct from all 
others, in those Offices and Duties which constitute external 
Communion ; so that if you are so far obliged to be a Christian, 
as to serve God differently from other People, you are obliged to 
external Communion, because that Service which distinguishes 
the Christian Worshipper from all other People, is such a Service 
as cannot be performed but in an external Communion in such 
and such Offices, vzz., Professtons of Faith, joint Prayers,and the 
Observance of the Sacraments. External Communion is only 
another Word for the Profession of Christianity, because the 
several Duties and Obligations which concern anyone as a 
Christian, and distinguish him from other People, are Duties 
which as necessarily imply external Communion, as walking 
implies Motion. Therefore to ask whether a Christian be 
obliged to external Communion, is to ask whether a Person who 
is obliged to walk, be obliged to move. The short is this; No 
Man can be a Christian, but by taking upon him the Profession 
of Christianity ; the Profession of Christianity is nothing else 
but external Communion with Christians; therefore it is as 
necessary to be in external Communion, as to be a Christian. 

I hope I need not prove to your Lordship, that there is an 
Authority to oblige People to the Profession of Christianity ; 
intending here only to prove, that the same Authority obliges us 
to external Communion. 

Had your Lordship therefore declared to the World, that you 
know of no Authority to oblige People to be Christians, it had 
been as zmnocent and ¢rue a Declaration, as this you have made 
concerning external Communion ; there being plainly the same 
Authority obliging us to the one, as to the other. For, my Lord, 
what is implied in external Communion, but our communicating 
with our Fellow Christians in those Acts of Worship and Divine 
Service which Christianity requires of us? And what Marks or 
Tokens can we shew of our Christianity, but that we are of the 
Number of those who are baptized into Christ’s Church, for the 
joint Worship of God in that particular Service which the 
Christian Religion has taught us? Sothat if we prove ourselves 
Christians, we must prove ourselves in this external Communion, 
because to be a Christian implies no more, than the being of the 
Number of those who visibly unite and join in such Acts and 
Offices of Divine Worship, as are proper to Christians. If there-. 
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fore there be xo Authority to oblige us to external Communion, 
then no one is obliged to be a Christian. 

Secondly ; If there be ”o Authority to oblige, or anything to 
determine Christians to external Communion but their own Con- 
sciences, then it is plain, it is as lawful for all Christians to be 
their own Priests, and confine themselves to a private Worship 
separate from every Christian in the World, as to join in external 
Communion. For where there is no Authority or Obligation to 
determine our Practice, there the thing must needs be indifferent ; 
and to do it or let it alone, must be egually lawful. If there was 
no Authority which obliged us to be baptized, it would not only 
be /aw/ful to let it alone, but z@/e to trouble our Heads about it. 
The same is true of this external Communion; if we are under 
no Law concerning it, it is no part of our Duty either to do it, or 
let it alone. 

It cannot here be said, that though we are not obliged to 
external Communion with this or that Church, yet we ought to 
join with some particular Persons, and not worship God con- 
stantly by ourselves, and perform no Offices with other People. 
For if we are obliged to communicate with any one Person in 
the World, we are to hold Communion with the whole Church of 
Christ. For we are not obliged to communicate with this or that 
particular Person on account of any Czvz/ or Natural Relation, 
but as we are Christians, and from the Common Nature of our 
Christianity. Since therefore our Obligation to communicate 
with any particular Persons, does not arise from any private 
particular Relation, but from the common Nature of our Religion ; 
this does equally oblige us to hold Communion with ad Chris- 
tians, as with any particular Christians, they being all equally 
related to us as Christians; and consequently it is as necessary 
to hold Communion with the external visible Church, as with 
any particular Christian. From this also it is plain, that it is as 
lawful to avoid Communion with every particular Christian in 
the World, as to refuse Communion with any sound Part of the 
Church on Earth. 

I beg of your Lordship to produce but one Argument, why 
any zwo or three should meet together for the Service of Ged, 
which will not equally prove it necessary that Christians should 
join in external Communion. May it all be laid aside, my Lord? 
Need there be any more of this assembling ourselves together 
for performing of Duties, which we thought we could not perform 
separately ? i | 

I have shown in my second Letter, that your Lordship cannot 
consistently with your Principles, urge any Reasons to any Dss- 
senters to come over to the Church of England ,; and here, my 
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Lord, it will appear, that you have not one Argument against 
the Adsenters from all Public Worship. For it would be as odd 
and unreasonable in your Lordship to offer any Argument to 
such an Adsenter, why he should join in some Public Worship, 
after you have denied an Authority which obliges us to external 
Communion, as it would be for an AZzhezst who had denied 
the Necessity of azy Religion, to persuade a Man to be a szncere 
Mahometan. 

‘If your Lordship should tell this Adsexter from all Com- 
munions, that he ought to join with some Communion or other 
in the Worship of God; might he not fairly ask your Lordship, 
how you came to tell the World that you know of no Authority 
to oblige any Christians, or anything to determine them to 
external Communion? Can anyone be obliged to join in Divine 
Service, who is not obliged to external Communion? Could 
anyone imagine that if he was not obliged to join in external 
Communion, that it was not lawful to stay at home? Could he 
think that when your Lordship was declaring against any Obli- 
gation to Church Communion, that you meant he ought to join 
himself with some of the Dissenters? Had your Lordship 
plainly declared, that no Christian need read any Book in the 
World, could you consistently with yourself offer any Arguments 
why he should read the Azb/e P Yet this is as consistent, as to 
desire any Person to communicate with any Body of Christians, 
after you have plainly disowned any Obligation to external 
Communion. | 

For whatever Arguments your Lordship can offer to an 
Absenter from all Public Worship, may be answered in this 
manner. ‘Either your Arguments for my joining with any 
‘Christians are invented by yourself, and of your own making, 
‘or they are not; if they are Fictions of your Lordship’s, and 
‘destitute of any Foundation in the Will or Authority of God, 
‘then they are vain and to no Purpose; but that all such Argu- 
‘ments are mere Fictions and Inventions of your own, is plain 
‘from your Lordship’s express Declaration, that you knew of no 
‘ Authority, or anything to oblige or determine Christians to 
‘external Communion; so that all the Arguments you can offer 
‘for my external Communion, are declared by yourself to be 
‘such as are of xo Authority, or have anything in them to deter- 
‘mine me to external Communion.’ 

And indeed, had your Lordship first declared that there was 
no such thing as Figure in Bodzes, and then pretended to prove 
that the World is round, it would be no more miraculous, than 
first to give out, that no Christians are obliged to external 
Communion, and afterwards take upon you to persuade. anyone 
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to join himself to some Sody of Christians. Here therefore your 
Lordship has so preached up and advanced this Kingdom of 
Christ, that consistently with yourself, you cannot so much as 
require anyone to bea visible Member of it, or offer the least 
Shadow of an Argument, why an Absenter should rather go to 
some Church, than trust to his own Religion at home. Your 
Lordship wrote a Treatzse some Years ago on the Reasonableness 
of Conformity to the Church of England. But pray, my Lord, 
where is the Aeasonableness of conforming, if we are under no 
Obligation to conform? Where is the Reasonableness of doing 
that, which is not our Duty todo? Where can be the Reason- 
ableness of going two or three Mz/es to Church for the sake of 
external Communion, if there be xo Authority, or anything to 
determine us to external Communion? Can it be reasonable to 
spend our Time and some Part of our Wealth in making up 
such Meetings, as God has not required at our Hands? 

Your Lordship must either therefore retract what you have 
said, and allow that there is az Authority to oblige us to external 
Communion, or acknowledge that no Christians are under any 
Obligations to serve God in any Communion, but may confine 
themselves to a private Religion, separate from every other 
Christian in the World. That is, that no one is obliged to 
worship God in the public Assembly, or join with anyone else in 
the Service of God. 

Thirdly; If there be no Authority to oblige us to external 
Communion, then it may well be questioned, how your Lordship 
can answer for your joining in external Communion in the 
Church of England. Your Lordship knows that the Communion 
of the Church of England, gives great Offence to the Papist and 
Protestant Dissenters of all kinds; how then can your Lordship 
justify your doing that, which you need not do, which gives so 
much Scandal to so many fender Consciences ? 

Will your Lordship be of a Church, though it is this very 
Church Communion that is so very offensive? Your Lordship 
knows that the Animosities and Church Divisions amongst 
Christians is one of the most sore Evils under the Sun; that all 
the Party Heats and Controversies are concerning whom we are 
to communicate with, and in Defence of particular external 
Communions. Now, my Lord, what should that Christian do, 
who is all Szzcerity, who believes there is no Obligation to 
external Communion, and who sees that the pretended Necessity 
of it, causes all the Difference and Division amongst Christians? 
Can that sezcere Person who believes and knows all this, keep 
at the Head of a particular Communion? Can he support so 
unnecessary, so needless an Evil? Can that sexcere Person be a 
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Bishop in that Communion, which stands distinguished from 
other external Communions, chiefly as it is eprscopal Communion, 
when he allows there is no Necessity of being in Communion 
either with Bishops or anybody else? Could that Pope be 
reckoned sizcere, who should declare that he knew of no 
Authority, or anything to determine him to exercise the papal 
Powers, could he be a sincere Christian, if he yet continued to 
exercise them to the Scandal and Offence of so many Christian 
Countries? If he could, so might your Lordship for continuing 
at the Head of an external Communion, which divides and 
disturbs Christians, though you know of no Authority to oblige, 
or anything to determine you to this external Communion. 

Surely your Lordship will have more Compassion at last for 
your azssenting Brethren, more Concern for the Peace of Christ’s 
Kingdom, than to keep up such unnecessary Communions, and 
disturb so many weak Consciences, by joining externally in the 
Church of Exgland, when you know of no Authority, or anything 
to oblige you to join with any Body. 

Suppose the Peace of Great Britain was miserably destroyed 
by Party Rage and Dispute about the Stars. Would your 
Lordship head one Party of Star-gazers against another? 
Would you join yourself to such a vain and useless Cause at the 
Expense of the public Peace? Now, my Lord, if there be 
nothing to oblige us to external Communion, it is all a Trifie, and 
mere S tar-gazing ; and a Person who appears in the Cause, and 
at the Head of this external Communion, can be no more a 
Friend to Christianity, by keeping up such an unnecessary 
Cause of Division, than he could be a good Subject, who 
should join in the needless idle Quarrels of Star-gazing Party- 
men. In a Word, if your Lordship knows of anything that 
obliges you to continue in the Church of England, you ought 
not to have said that you know of no Authority to oblige, or any- 
thing to determine any Christian to external Communton: But if 
you know of nothing that obliges you to continue in the Church 
of England, then you ought rather to leave it, than to bear a 
part in so needless a Community, and which gives so much 
Offence to all those who dislike the Terms of it. 

Fourthly ; If there be no Authority to oblige us to external 
Communion, how comes there to be such a Sin as Schism ? 
How comes the Schismatic, or Divider of Communions, to be so 
frequently in the Scriptures ranked amongst the most guilty 
Offenders ? 

Can it be a Sin to be divided, unless we are under some Obli- 
gation to be united ? 

.It has been always granted that Schism is the Separation of 
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ourselves from such a Communion of Christians, as we ought to 
have held Communion with. Now if separate Worship from 
any Christians in the World be the Sin of Sckzsm, then there 
must be some Law that obliges those Schismatics to join with 
those Christians, from whom they separate, and consequently 
there is an Authority which obliges Christians to external 
Communion. 

Your Lordship must either shew that Schzsm does not consist 
in refusing to communicate with some Christians, or that though 
it be the damnable Sin of Schism to refuse Communion with 
some Christians, yet there is no Authority to oblige us to 
external Communion with any Christians, ze, that though 
Schism be a Sin, yet it is the Transgression of no Law. 

The Apostle says, Mark those who cause Divistons contrary to 
the Traditions which ye have learned of me, and avoid them. 
My Lord, what strange Language is this, if there is nothing to 
oblige us to external Communion? If there is no Obligation 
to be united, why must they be marked who cause Divisions ? 
If there be no Authority that requires external Communion at 
our Hands, why must those Persons be avoided who prevent 
external Communion ? 

Either the Apostle, or your Lordship must be mightily mis- 
taken; the Apostle tells us that Dzvzszons in the Church are 
contrary to the Doctrine which he had taught, and therefore 
there is the express Authority of the Apostle to oblige us to 
external Communion. But your Lordship says there is no 
Authority to oblige us to this Duty, therefore you must either 
maintain that the Apostle taught no such Doctrine, though he 
said he had, or that there is no Authority in his Doctrine to 
oblige us. 

I suppose, my Lord, that the Apostle by Divisions here means 
external vistble Divisions, because he bids them maré those who 
cause them, and avozd them; for zzviszb/e internal Divisions can 
no more be marked, or invisible Schismatics evozded, than we 
can mark People’s Thoughts, or lock out a Sgzrz?. If therefore 
the Division here spoken of be external Division, then the Sin 
here condemned is a Breach of external Communion, and con- 
sequently we are here required by the Apostle to join in external 
Communion ; unless we can suppose, that the Apostle could 
condemn those who were externally divided, without meaning 
that they ought to be externally untted. 

Fifthly ; If there be no Authority to oblige us to external 
Communion, then there is no Authority to oblige us to be 
baptized. For Baptism is an external visible Ordinance of God, 
which as plainly implies external Communion with others, as 


174 Three Letters to 


any Contract in the World implies Correspondence with others. 
And any Person might as well be obliged to bargain and mer- 
chandise with others, without being obliged to be concerned 
with others, as be obliged to be baptized, without being obliged 
to external Communion. 

For as we cannot baptize ourselves, this shows that the 
Christian Religion is not suited to the State of single independent 
Persons, but requires our external Communion to the Performance 
of its Obligations. And as we cannot be baptized by others, 
but by resigning up ourselves to the Observance of new Laws, 
this plainly proves that the Person is baptized into a State of 
Soctety and external Communion. That Baptism does not leave 
the baptized Person to a separate independent Worship, is very 
plain from the following Instances. 

The Church of Exgland, in the Office for Baptism, thus 
expresses herself: We rececve this Person into the Congregation 
of Christ’s Flock, &c. Again, Seeing now This Person ts 
regenerated and grafted into the Body of Christ's Church, &c. I 
should think it very plain, my Lord, to every Reader, that these 
Passages show that Baptism necessarily implies external Com- 
munion, and puts it out of the Power of every baptized Person to 
refuse external Communion, unless he will break through the 
Conditions of his Baptism. For can we be vecezved into the 
Congregation of Christ's Flock, without being obliged to keep up 
this Congregation, or to perform any Duties or Offices considered 
as a Congregation or Flock? Can we in any Sense be considered 
as a Congregation or a Flock, but in our Communion in those 
Offices which shew us to be Christ’s Flock? Can we be said to 
be grafted into the Body of Christ’s Church, if we are at liberty 
never to meet as a Church, or act as a Church? 

The Apostle says, For by one Spirit we are all baptized into one 
Body.* ‘What can more manifestly denote external Communion, 
than this Account of Baptism? Can we be baptized into one 
Body, and not be obliged to act asa Body? Can we actasa 
Body, by running away from one another, and refusing to unite 
in that Service, into which we are baptized? I suppose we are 
here to be considered as a Christian Body; but how a Number 
of People can be a Christian Body, who are not united in 
Christian Worship, is hard to conceive. 

When therefore you declare that you know of no Authority to 
oblige Christians to external Communion, you desert the Doc- 
trines of Christ, as plainly as if you said, that you know of no 
Authority which obliges People to be baptized. 

(Sixthly ; ; If there be no Authority to obdige, nor anything to 
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determine us to external Communion, then there is no Authority 
to oblige, nor anything to determine us to communicate in the 
blessed Sacrament of the Body and Blood of Christ. For if 
there is any Law which obliges us to join externally in the 
Observance of this /zstztutzon, then it is out of all doubt, that we 
are obliged to external Communion. Now if you will say that 
there is no Law of God as to this Matter, then the thing itself 
must needs be indifferent, and przvate Mass must be allowed to 
be as right and lawful, as a joint Communion in the Holy 
Sacrament. Either therefore you must defend private Mass, 
or show some Authority against it; if you can produce any 
Authority against it, then you produce an Authority for external 
Communion, and contradict your other Declaration, where you 
give out, that you do not know of anything to determine us to 
external Communion. 

From all this it plainly appears, what 4zzd of Authority that 
is, which obliges us to external Communion ; it is that same 
Authority which obliges us to be daptzzed, to receive the Com- 
munion, to profess the same Faith, to worship God in the public 
Assemblies, and to avoid the Sin of Schism ; or, in a word, that 
same Authority which obliges us to be Christzans. 

For all the Offices of Christian Worship and Devotion which 
constitute external Communion, are everyone expressly required 
by God ; and therefore external Communion, which consists only 
of these Offices, is egually required by God. 

And this Authority may be very justly called Church 
Authority, because it arises from the very Nature of the Church, 
because it is the /ustztutzon of the Church, from whence this 
Obligation to Communion ariseth. For Christ has instituted 
this Church, in order to oblige Mankind to enter into it for the 
Salvation of their Souls: As the Church therefore is instituted 
for this End, the Avzestence of the Church lays an Obligation 
upon all, who have any Opportunity, of entering into it; and 
this Obligation will last as long as the Church of Christ shall 
last. The short is this; God has instituted an Ovder or Soczety 
of People, for the particular manner of serving and worshipping 
him ; this Society is not a voluntary one, which we may be 
Members of, or not, as we please; but it carries, in its very 
Nature and Institution, an Authority obliging us all, as we hope 
for Happiness, to be Members of it ; we are obliged to be of the 
Church, because Christ has zzstituted the Church ; therefore it is 
the /ns¢ztutzon of the Church, which lays us under an Obligation 
of entering into it; and this, and no other, is that Church 
Authority which obliges all People to external Communion. 

Farther ; This may be very properly called Church Authority, 
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because it was in the Church, or that Order of Men, which Christ 
had instituted, before the Scriptures were written. 

When there was only this Order of Men, before the Writings 
of the Mew Testament were in being, there was then this 
Authority arising from that z#stztuted Order of Men, which 
obliged others to enter into Communion with them; therefore 
this Authority which began with the Existence of the Church, 
and flowed from the very Nature of the Church, may very justly 
be called Church Authority. 

If it should be asked, whether this Authority be absolute ? I 
answer, it is just as absolute, as that Authority which obliges us 
to be baptized. Our Saviour has told us, that zf we ave not 
baptized, we shall be damned: Here therefore is an Authority for 
Baptism ; the Scripture has not said whether this be so absolutely 
obliging, that there is no room in any Case for a Dispensation ; 
therefore it is no Case which concerns us. Now the Authority 
which obliges us to external Communion, is just upon the same 
Terms ; the thing is as plainly required as Baptism ; but whether 
in axy Cases it will be dispensed with, is what we have nothing 
to do with. If there be any Szucerzty, any Weakness, any [gnor- 
ance, or the Want of anything which will excuse those who refuse 
to be dbaptzzed, those same Considerations may excuse the Refusal 
of external Communion with the Church. 

This, my Lord, is the Vature of that Church Authority, which 
obliges to external Communion, it is that very same Authority 
which obliges us to the Profession of Chrtstzanity, or to enter 
into Covenant with God. For he who is in external Communion 
with the Church of Christ, is of the Church of Christ, or in 
Covenant with God ; and he who is not in external Communion, 
is not of the Church of Christ, nor in Covenant with God ; and 
consequently it is that same Authority which obliges us to be 
Christians, or in Covenant with God, which obliges us to external 
Communion. 

So that when you say, you know of no Church Authority to 
oblige, or anything to determine People to external Communion, it 
is directly saying, that you know of no Church Authority to 
oblige, or anything to determine them to the Profession of 
Christianity, or to enter into Covenant with God. 

If your Lordship should here say, that you only meant, you 
know of no Auman Authority to oblige People to external 
Communion, &c. | 

To this it may be answered, that you might as well have 
meant nothing at all by it, as have meant this. For, 

First ; Suppose the Question had been, whether there be any 
Authority, or what Authority it is, which obliges People to be 
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baptized ? and that in order to settle this Point, you had here 
declared, that you know of no Church Authority to oblige, or any- 
thing to determine them to be baptized, but their own Consciences. 

Could it be thought, my Lord, after this, that you had not 
denied all Authority for Baptism? Could it be supposed, that 
by this Declaration, you only meant to deny, that the Authority 
which obliges us to be baptized, is Human or Crvzl Authority ? 
Could anyone who only meant thus much, express himself in 
this manner ? 

Yet thus it is, that you have expressed yourself in the Dispute 
concerning our Obligations to external Communion, you know of 
no Church Authority to oblige, or anything to determine People to 
zt; which makes it equally absurd to suppose, that you only 
deny that our Obligation to external Communion arises from any 
human or civil Authority. 

Secondly; If you only meant to deny an human or civil 
Authority in this Matter, how came you not to say so? How 
came you notto tell us what Dzuzze or Scripture Authority there 
is to oblige us? Isit not as proper and as necessary in a Dispute 
about ¢#zs Authority, to declare the true and right Authority, as 
to protest against the wrong Authority? But indeed nothing 
can be more trifling than to say, that you have only denied any 
human or civil Authority in this Matter. 

For, my Lord, whoever imagined that our Obligations to 
profess Christianity, that is, to be Members of Christ’s Church, 
could proceed from any human Authority? Human Authority 
may and ought to encourage us in the Practice of our Christian 
Duties ; but that our Obligation to serve God as Christians, that 
is, in the external Communion of the Church, should arise from 
any human Authority, can be supposed by none, but those who 
imagine Christianity to be a Creature of the Szaze. 

Thirdly ; You not only say that you know of no Church 
Authority to oblige, but also add these Words, nor anything to 
determine People to external Commntunion, but thetr own Con- 
Scvences. 

Now, my Lord, if you only meant to deny a /uman Authority 
in this Matter; if you intended to own a Dzvzne Authority tod 
oblige us to external Communion ; how come you to express 
yourself thus contrary to your Meaning? For if you believe 
there is a Scripture or Divine Authority which obliges us to 
external Communion, surely this Authority is sometheng, and has 
some Right to determine us to external Communion; yet you 
expressly say that you do not know of anytheng to determine 
Christians to external Communion. 

If it was asked, whether Christians are obliged to gray for 
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their Enemies, and you should answer, I do not know any thing 
to determine them to pray for their Enemies; would it not be 
Nonsense, and Contradiction after this Declaration, to suppose, 
that you acknowledge that the Scriptures require Christians to 
pray for their Enemies ? 

But to suppose, that you acknowledge a Divine or Scripture 
Authority which obliges to external Communion, after you have 
expressly declared that you do not know of anything to deter- 
mine us to external Communion, is egually contradictory. 

Lastly; You say you do not know of anything to determine 
Christians to external Communion, but their own Consctences. 

Now this farther shews, that you deny all Dzvine as well as 
Human Authority to determine us to external Communion. 
For if there was a Divine Law which required this Practice, we 
are no more left solely to our own Consciences in this Practice, 
than if it was determined by an express human Law. 

For can it be said that the /ews had nothing but their own 
Consciences to determine them to adstainm from Blood? Can it 
be said that Christzans have nothing but their own Consciences 
to determine them to receive the Holy Sacrament? If this can- 
not be said, because there is a Divine Law in both these Cases ; 
then it is as false and absurd to say, that there is nothing but 
our own Consciences to determine us to external Communion, 
if there be a Dzvzne Authority which requires this Practice. And 
consequently, you have plainly denied all Dzvzne or Scripture 
Authority for external Communion, when you say that you do 
not know of anything to determine People to external Communion, 
but their own Consciences. ‘The short is this ; if you will say, 
that you own a Divine and Scripture Authority which obliges us 
to external Communion; and if you will allow this Authority 
to be something, then your Contradiction in this Matter, is as 
palpable and gross as ever appeared in any Writings; for you 
_ have expressly said, that you do not know of anything to deter- 
mine us to external Communion: But if you own a Scripture 
Authority that obliges us to external Communion, then your 
Contradiction proceeds thus, that you do know of something, but 
you do not know of azything to determine us to external Com- 
munion. If you will not assert both Parts of this Contradiction, 
then you must stand to that which you have asserted, vzz., that 
you do not know of anything to determine us to external Com- 
munion, which I have already shown, is the same thing as 
declaring, you know of no Authority, or anything to determine 
People to profess Christianity, or enter into Covenant with God. 
But to proceed, . 

If you should say that you do not deny an Axthority that 
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obliges us to external Communion in General, but only an 
Authority that can oblige us to any particular external Com- 
munion. 

To this I answer, that this is a groundless, false Distinction ; 
for our Odligatzon to external Communion with the Church of 
Christ in general, and our Obligation to external Communion 
with this or that particular Church, is exactly one and the same 
Obligation. 

For we are not obliged to join with this or that particular 
Church, for any przvate, particular Reasons, but because we are 
obliged to be Christians, or of the Church of Christ. And as no 
sound Part of Christ’s Church, is more his Church than another 
sound part, so if we separate from any sound part, we are as 
truly out of Christ’s Church, as if we had separated from every 
part. And we can give no Reasons for separating from such a 
part, but such as will equally justify our separating from every 
part of Christ’s Church; and consequently there can be no 
Reasons offered why we should be Christians, or of the Church 
of Christ, but will equally oblige us to enter into that particular 
part of Christ’s Church which offers itself to us. For the whole 
Intent of entering into this or that partzcular Church, is only to 
be a Christian, or of the Church of Christ, and therefore it must 
be one and the same Authority which obliges us to be Christians, 
that obliges us also to be of any partzcular Church. 

There is a Scripture Authority which obliges us to forgive our 
Enemies: Now it would be as proper to say, that though there is 
an Authority which obliges us to forgeve our Enemies in general, 
yet that Authority does not oblige us to forgive our particular 
Enemies, as to say, that though we are obliged to be of the 
Church of Christ in general, yet we are not obliged to be of this 
or that particular part of Christ’s Church. 

For the Church of Christ in genera/, as truly consists of these 
particular Parts, as our Enemies in general, consist of our far- 
ticular Enemies. 

So that, as it is oxe and the same Authority which obliges us 
to forgive our Enemies, that obliges us to forgive our particular 
Enemies, for it is oze and the same Authority that obliges us to 
be Christians, that obliges us also to communicate with that 
particular sound part of Christ’s Church where we live. 

There is therefore no room for this Distinction, to suppose, 
that though we may be obliged to be of Christ’s Church, yet we 
are not obliged to be of this or that partzcular sound part of 
Christ’s Church ; it being fully as absurd, as to suppose that 
we may be obliged to be Christians, and yet not be obliged to 
be Christians. 
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When therefore you declare, that you know of no Church 
Authority to oblige, or anything to determine us to external 
Communion, it will be to no purpose to say, that you do not 
mean Communion with the Church of Christ in general, but only 
with any particular part of Christ’s Church; for I have shown 
that this Distinction is fa/se, and fully as absurd, as to imagine, 
that we may be obliged to obey Christ’s Commands in general, 
but not be obliged to obey his particular Commands. 

From what has been said upon this Subject, these following 
Propositions are plainly true : 

First; That as our entering into any particular part of the 
Church, implies our entering into the Church of Christ, or in 
other Words, our embracing Christianity ; it evidently follows, 
that the same Authority which requires us to embrace Chris- 
tianity, requires us also to enter into that sound fart of Christ’s 
Church where we live. 

Secondly ; That this Authority does not arise from any 
human Laws, or the Power which any Men in what Station 
soever have over others, but is the Authority of God, who has 
instituted this Church, in order to oblige all Mankind to enter 
into it. 

Thirdly; That this Authority from God, may be very 
properly called Church Authority, because God manifested this 
Authority to the World by the Jmstitution of the Church, 
because it began with the Church, and flowed from its very 
Nature ; Mankind being therefore obliged to enter into this 
Church, because there was such a Church instituted by God. 

Fourthly ; That this Account does not in the least make it 
either unjust or zmproper, in our spiritual or temporal Governors, 
to make Laws for our Conformity to this or that part of Christ’s 
Church ; for though the Authority which makes it necessary 
that we should enter into such a part of Christ’s Church, is 
from God, yet this no more excludes our Governors from 
requiring the same thing by their Laws, than they are excluded 
from requiring us to observe any moral Duties, because the 
same moral Duties are made necessary by the Authority of God. 
And as our Violation of any moral Dutzes that are commanded, 
both by Divine and Human Laws, receives an higher Aggra- 
vation, so the Guilt of opposing any sound part of Christ’s 
Church is enhanced, by our breaking through the Laws both of 
God and Man. 

Fifthly ; From this Account of the Authority which obliges 
us to external Communion, it will be very easy to discover the 
Weakness and Fallacy of several of your Lordship’s Arguments 
upon this Matter. | 
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Thus when you say, Jt is evident that there ts no Choice of 
Judgment left to Christians, where there 1s a superior Authority to 
oblige them ;—— that en Italy, or Spain, or France, they are as much 
obliged by the Church Authority in Italy, Spain, or France, as 
Christians in England are obliged to a particular external Com- 
munion in England, dy any human Authority, as such, in 
England.* 

Now, my Lord, what could you have thought of less to the 
Purpose, than these Words thus put together? For does any- 
one say, that our Obligation to be of the Church of England, 
arises from any Auman Authority, as suck, in England? No, 
my Lord, if Auman Authority should not only desert the 
Church, but make the severest Laws against it, yet we should be 
still under the same Necessity of communicating with it; because 
that Necessity is independent of Auman Laws, is founded upon 
the Authority of God, and constantly obliges in the same 
Degree, \et the Laws of the State be what they will. 

Granting therefore, my Lord, that the Auman Authority, as 
such, in France or Spain, obliges the People of those Kingdoms 
to conform to those Churches, as truly as the Laws of England 
oblige the People of Angland to conform to the Church of 
England. What follows? Does it follow that therefore the 
People of France or Spain are as truly obliged to Communion 
with the Church in those Kingdoms, as the People of Exgland 
are obliged to Communion with the Church in England? No, 
this will by no means follow ; for since we should hold the same 
Necessity of joining with the ELfzscopal Church in England, 
though all the human Laws in Ang/and should forbid us ; since 
we allow only an accidental and conditional Authority in human 
Laws as they establish any particular Religion, it follows, that 
in france and Spain, &c., they ought to pay the same regard to 
human Laws, and no more continue in their Church because it 
is established, than we ought to leave our Church though it was 
persecuted, The short is this: 

The Church Authority which obliges us to external Communion 
with any particular part of Christ’s Church, is that same divine 
Authority which calls upon us to be daptezed, and enter into 
Covenant with God. 

Now if Auman Laws, whether of Church or State, strike in 
with this Authority, then they oblige us, as they do in other 
Cases, where they require us to do that, which the Laws of God 
required before; but if Auman Laws, whether of Church or 
State, require us to enter into suck a Communion, as hath not 
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the Authority of Christ for it, or forbid our joining with suck a 
Communion as is a ¢rue part of Christ’s Church, such Laws are 
no more to be observed, than if they had established /do/atry, or 
forbid the Worship of the ¢rue God. For human Laws are not 
supposed to make it our Duty to enter into such a Communion, 
but are applied as proper means to induce us to do that, which 
the Laws of God had made it our Duty to do before. And it is 
undeniably true, that though there should be ever so many 
human Laws to command us to enter into any particular 
Communion, that we must not comply with such Laws, unless 
it be in regard to such a Communion, as it was our Duty to enter 
into, though no such uman Laws were in being. 

So that Auman Laws create no JVecessity of external Com- 
munion, any more than they create the /Vecesszty of praying to 
God; but they may be applied as very proper means to induce 
People to perform the Duty of external Communion, and to 
perform the Duty of Prayer to God. 

The Question therefore in any Country is not this, whether the 
Laws either of their Church or State require us to enter into sucha 
Communion, but whether it be suck a Communion, as it would 
be our Duty to enter into, were there no Auman Laws to enjoin 
it, whether it be a art of Christ’s Church, which we are obliged 
to enter into on Pain of everlasting Damnation. 

When therefore you say, if the People of England are obliged 
by an human Authority, as such, to enter into the Church of 
England, then the People of France, Spain and /taly, are as truly 
obliged by the human Authority there to enter into those par- 
ticular Communions;: you say exceedingly true, but to no more 
purpose, than if you had made the following Declaration. 

If the People of Exg/and are obliged to enter into Communion 
with the Church of England by any Military Authority, as such; 
then the People of france, Spain, and Jtaly, are obliged to 
-Communion with the Churches in Spain, France, and Italy, by 
the Military Authority, as such, in Spain, France, and Ltaly. 

This, my Lord, is as much to the Purpose as what you have 
said ; for our Od/igatzon to enter into a particular Part of Christ’s 
Church, is no more founded in any suman Laws, as such, than in 
any Military Authority, as such ; but is founded in the Will of 
God, who has instituted the Church on Earth, and made our 
Salvation depend upon our Entrance into it. This is the 
Authority which obliges, this is the Vecesstty which lies upon us, 
to enter into any Part of Christ’s Church. 

lf therefore you would show, that in Spain, or France, &¢., 
they are under the same Necessity of being of the Church in those 
Kingdoms, which the People of Eugland are of being Members 
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of the Efzscopal Church in England; you ought to show that 
the Established Church in Spazn, or in France, is as truly a sound 
Part of the Church of Christ, as the Established Church in 
England is a sound Part of the Church of Christ; and that the 
way of Worship Zhere, is as certainly that necessary Method of 
Salvation which Christ has zzstituted, as the way of Worship in 
the Church of Exgland, is that necessary Method of Salvation 
which Christ has instituted. 

For this is the only Authority or Necessity, which obliges us to 
enter into any Church in any Part of the World; namely, a 
Necessity of being Christians, by entering into that Church which 
Christ has instituted ; so that if this same Church be in Spazn, 
and france,and England, then there is an egual Necessity of 
being of the Church in each Kingdom; but if the Church in 
Spain be not the Church which Christ has z#stituted, and the 
Church in Angland be that Church which Christ has zzstztuted, 
then there is as great a Necessity of refusing to communicate 
with the Church in Spazz, as of joining in Communion with the 
Church of Exgland. 

This therefore being the Nature of the Authority or Necessity 
which obliges to external Communion, nothing can be more 
trifling, than to argue from the WVecesszty of complying with the 
Church in ome Kingdom, to a Mecessity of complying with the 
Church in all other Kingdoms; unless you could demonstrate, 
that because the Established Church in one Kingdom is the true 
Church of Christ, therefore the Established Church in every other 
Kingdom is the true Church of Christ. 

Yet your Lordship has spent a great many Pages, in declaim- 
ing against any Authority or Necessity which can oblige People 
to communicate with the Church of Azgland,; because then 
there would be the same Necessity that the People of Spain, and 
France, and Jtaly, should communicate with the Church in those 
Kingdoms. But I hope the most ordinary Reader will be able 
to tell your Lordship, that there is no more good Sense, much less 
Divinity, in this way of instructing the World, than if you had 
said, there is no WVecesstty that the People of England should 
believe things which are ¢vue, because then the People of Spazn 
will be under the same Necessity of believing things which are 
Jase; and again, that there is no Wecessity that in ¢4zs Kingdom 
we should comply with good Laws, because in other Kingdoms 
People will be under the same Necessity of complying with 
wicked Laws. 

But to conclude this Point ; I have here stated the Nature of 
that Authority or Necessity which obliges us to external Com- 
munion, that it does not arise from the Laws of any Men, 
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whether in Church or State, but from the Will and Authority of 
Christ, who has instituted such external Communion, as a wecessary 
Method of Salvation. 

I have shown also, that Auman Laws, though they, as such, do 
not create a Necessity of external Communion, yet they have a 
very proper Szgnzficancy, and are as useful in this Matter, as in 
any other Parts of our Duty. 


Of Sincerity and Private Fudgment. 


F you should here say, that by denying the Necessity of 
external Communion to arise from Auman Laws, as such, 
I have resolved the Choice of a particular Communion 
into prevate Judgment. 
To this I answer ; 

First; That by entering into any particular Communion, we 
are to understand the same thing as entering into the Church of 
Christ, or embracing the Religion which Christ has zwstetuted. 

Secondly ; That when Christ came into the World, People 
were left to their choice, whether they would embrace Chris- 
tianity. : 

Thirdly ; That Christianity is still upon the same Terms with 
Mankind, and it is still left to everyone’s private Judgment, 
whether he will comply with the Terms of Salvation. 

Fourthly ; That this does not destroy the force and Obligations 
of Authority, or make it without any Effect upon the Condition of 
Men. For it does by no means follow, that there is 70 Authority, 
or that there are xo Effects to be feared from such Authority, 
because Men may disown it if they please. For to say there is 
nothing in Authority, that it is insignificant and without any 
Liffect upon the Condition of Men, if they may use their private 
Judgments, is as ridiculous as to say, there is nothing in the 
Happiness of Heaven, or Torments of e//, that they can have 
no Effect upon the Condition of Men, because Men may judge of 
these things as they please. 

Fifthly ; There is a Choice of Judgment left to us in every 
Part of our Duty; 

Whether we will believe a God, 

Whether we will worship him, 

Whether we will believe in Jesus Christ, 

Whether we will acknowledge a World to come, 

Whether we will believe there is such a Place as Hell. 
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And now, my Lord, is there xo Authority for these things, 
because we are not forced to believe them against our /udgments ? 
Have those who refused to believe in Christ, nothing to fear from 
his Authority, because he appealed to their Reason, and left them 
to determine for themselves? Is there no Azthority for the 
Torments of /eé//, or nothing to be feared from that Axthority, 
by those who deny there is any such Place. 

Now if there can be an Axthority in these Matters, though the 
Use of private Judgment is allowed in these same Matters, if this 
Authority will condemn those who acted contrary to it; then it 
is certain, that there may be an Authority or Necessety which 
obliges us to be of sucha particular Religion, though the Exercise 
of our private Judgment is allowed inthe Choice of our Religion ; 
and that we may have as much to fear from acting contrary to 
such Authority, though by following our own Opinions, as they 
have who act contrary to the Will of God in any other Respect, 
though by following their own Opinions. 

So that an Authority or Necessity which obliges us to be of 
this or that particular Communion, that is, particular Religion, is 
as consistent with the Exercise of private Judgment, as the 
Necessity of believing a God, and worshipping him, is consistent 
with the Exercise of our private Judgment. . 

And if you will say, there is an end of all Authority, if Men 
may choose one Communion before another ; you must also 
say, that if Men might consider whether they should follow 
ae then there was an end of all Authority in Christ over 
them. 

And again; If Men may reason and consider whether there 
be a God, or Providence, then there is an end of all Necessity of 
believing either a God, or Providence. 

If they may cons¢der whether the Scriptures are the Word of 
God, or any particular Doctrines be contained in Scripture, then 
there is an end of a// Necessity of believing the Scriptures to be 
the Word of God, or of believing any particular Doctrines to be 
contained in Scripture. 

If they may consider and examine whether any particular 
Religion comes from God, then there is an end of a// Necessity 
of receiving any particular Religion from God. 

All this Reasoning is full as just, as to conclude that there is 
an end of all Authority to oblige People to any particular Com- 
munion, if they may consider the Excellency of one Communion 
above another, which is what you over and over declare. 

_ Now, my Lord, let us suppose that the Question was, Whether 
it be necessary to believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God? 
Would it not become every honest Man, not only to assert this 
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Necessity, but to show wherein it is founded, and explain to 
every one that Authority, which calls upon us to receive the 
Scriptures as the Word of God, and which will rise up in /udg- 
ment against us, if neglected. 

And what might we not justly think of him, who, instead of 
showing the Authority or Necessity which obliges us to receive 
the Scriptures as the Word of God, should deliver himself in this 
manner, 

‘You are reasoning whether there be any Authority or Necesstty 
‘which obliges you to receive the Scriptures as the Word of God. 
‘Whereas your very Reasoning upon this Matter, shows there is 
‘no Necessity or Axuzhority to which you are obliged to submit. 
‘For since you are allowed to reason and enquire whether this 
‘be necessary, it is certain, there is an end of all Authority or 
‘ Necessity, to oblige you to receive the Scriptures as the Word 
‘of God; and if you do but sincerely follow your own private 
‘ Persuasions, you are entitled to the same Degrees of God’s 
‘Favour, whether you receive the Scriptures as his Word or 
‘not.’ 

Now, my Lord, thus it is that you have instructed the World, 
in relation to the Authority which obliges us to erternal Com- 
munton. 

The Question is, Whether there be any Authority which 
obliges us to any particular external Communion ? 

Now, my Lord, what has anyone to do in this Dispute, but to 
show whether Christ has zzstituted external Communion, or not ? 
For on this alone must the Necessity of it depend. And if it 
appears that external Communion be instituted by our Saviour 
as a Method of Salvation, then it will follow, that we are under 
a Necessity, as we hope for Salvation, of being in that particular 
Method or Manner of external Communion, which Christ has 
instituted ; so that unless it can be shown, that all pretended 
Christian Communions, are as truly that Method, or particular 
Communion which Christ has instituted, as any other Com- 
munion is; it must be as necessary to be in some one particular 
Communion, as it is necessary to obey Christ; and as dangerous 
to join in some other Communions, as it is dangerous to despise 
his Authority. 

But now your Lordship, instead of considering what external 
Communion is instituted, and what JVecesstty arises from such 
Institution, or where we may find such external Communion, 
amongst the many pretended Christian Communions, has wholly 
passed over this Point, and determined the Question, by telling 
us, that since we are allowed the Use of our Reason in the 
Choice of Religion, it matters not what Authority we oppose, 
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either of God or Man, and that there can be no Necessity of our 
being of any particular Communion, but where our private Judg- 
ment sincerely directs us. 

Thus you say; /f the Excellency of one Communion above another 
may be regarded, then there 1s an End of all human Authority to 
oblige us to one particular external Communion.* And to show 
that you can as easily destroy all Dzvzme Authority or Necessity 
of any particular Communion, or Religion, you tell us, that our 
Title to God’s Favour cannot depend upon our actual being or con- 
Linuing in any particular Method, but upon our real Sincerity.+ 
So that here the Szucerity of private Judgment as effectually 
destroys all divine Authority and Necessity of any particular 
Communion or Religion, as it destroys that which is Auman ; 
and we are rendered as happy and as high in the Favour of God, 
for breaking his Laws, as if we had observed them. 

For here it is proved, that there is no JVecessity of any par- 
ticular Communion or Religion, not because there is none zzstz- 
tuted by God, but because, whether instituted or not, our szncere 
Persuasion will equally justify us, whether it complies with or 
opposes such Institution. . 

But to proceed. 

I shall now show, how this Doctrine of yours of Szcerity 
exposes all the Terms of Salvation as delivered in Scripture. 

In the Scripture we find that Baptism is made a Term ot 
Salvation ; but if Sixcerzty wethout Baptism be as certain a Title 
to the Favour of God, as Sz#cerity with Baptism, then it is plain, 
that ot to be baptized, is as much a Condition or Term of Salva- 
tion, as Baptism is a Term of Salvation. For, if Baptism wth 
Sincerity was more a Term or Condition of God’s Favour, than 
no Baptism with Sincerity, then it is certain that it is not 
Sincerity alone that procures the Favour of God: And it is as 
certain, that if Sincerity alone procures us the Favour of God, 
then Baptism is no more a Term of Salvation, than the Refusal 
of Baptism is a Term of Salvation. So that this Doctrine makes 
Baptism, and the Refusal of Baptism, either equally Terms, or 
equally xo Terms of Salvation; equally advantageous, or equally 
insignificant, 

When therefore our Blessed Saviour says, that except we are 
baptized we cannot enter into the Kingdom of God,t and he that 
is not daptized shall be damned; according to this Doctrine of 
yours, we may also say just the contrary, that except we refuse 
Baptism we cannot enter into the Kingdom of God ; and he that 
is baptized shall be damned. 
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This, my Lord, is very shocking; but I shall easily show that 
these Assertions are as proper and as just, as the contrary 
Assertions, if your Doctrine of Sincerity be right. 

For, since your Doctrine puts the sincere Acceptance, and the 
sincere Refusal of Baptism, upon the same Foot as to the Favour 
of God, there can be no more Danger in sincerely refusing 
Baptism, than in sincerely accepting of Baptism. Now if there 
is no more Danger in the one Practice than in the other, it must 
be plain to the most ordinary Understanding, that it is as just 
and proper to declare one Practice dangerous as the other, that 
is, it must be as proper to say, he that zs baptized shall be 
damned, as to say, he that is zot baptized shall be damned. 

Now I know your Lordship cannot, upon these Principles, 

show, that it is more dangerous to vefuse Baptism sincerely, than 

to recezve Baptism sincerely ; and so long as this is granted, you 
must allow that it is as just to fix danger upon Baptzsm ttself, as 
upon the want of Baptism. And consequently, all your Reason- 
ings upon this Subject are one continued Censure upon our 
Blessed Saviour’s Doctrine in relation to Baptism, which accord- 
ing to your Notions, is only as just and proper, as the quite 
contrary would have been. 

Again, our Saviour tells us, that except we eat the Flesh of the 
Son of Man, and drink his Blood, we have no Life in us.™ 

Here we see, the eating the Flesh and drinking the Blood of 
the Son of Man is an zustituted Term of Salvation, and insisted 
upon by our Saviour; but if your Doctrine be true, we may as 
well declare the contrary to be a Term of Salvation, and say, 
except we sincerely refuse to eat the Flesh and drink the Blood of 
the Son of Man, we have no Life in us. 

For, my Lord, if Sincerity in refusing to eat this Flesh, be the 
same Title to God’s Favour that the eating of it with Sincerity is, 
it is plain, there is no more Advantage 7% eating, than in not 
eating, and consequently it is as well to say, that except we 
Jorbear eating the Flesh of the Son of Man we have no Life in 
us, as to say, that except we eaz the Flesh of the Son of Man we 
have no Life in us; there being plainly from this Doctrine, no 
more Danger in fordearing to eat, than in eating ; nor any more 
Necessity of eating, than of forbearing to eat, since both these: 
Practices are equally good and advantageous with Sincerity, and 
equally bad and insignificant without it. 

And now, my Lord, let the World judge, whether you could 
have thought of a Doctrine more contradictory to the express. 
Words of our Saviour, and.all the zmstztuted Terms of Salvation,. 
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than this of yours about Sincerity, which makes it no more 
necessary to observe the instituted Terms of Salvation, than to 
éveak them; and which also makes it as proper, to declare it as 
dangerous to observe such Institutions, as to vezect them. This I 
have shown particularly in Baptism, where your Doctrine makes 
it as proper to say, he that zs daptzzed shall be damned, as to say, 
that he who is zo¢ baptized shall be damned; and in the same 
manner does it contradict and confound the Scriptures, and 
make the contrary to every Institution as much a Means of 
Salvation, as the /nstztutzon itself. 

Your Lordship has given us a Demonstration, as you call it, 
that your Doctrine of Szucerity and private Persuasion is right. 

Thus you ask: What ts tt that justified the Protestants 
in setting up ther own Bishops? Was tt, that the Popish Doc- 
trines were actually corrupt, or that the Protestants were persuaded 
2n thety own Consciences, that they were so? The latter without 
doubt, And then comes your Demonstration, in this manner ; 
take away from them this Persuaston, and they are so far from 
being justified, that they are condemned for their Departure ; 
give them this Persuasion again, they are condemned tf they do 
not separate.* 

You want to be shown the Fallacy in this Demonstration, 
which I hope I shall show to your Satisfaction. 

It is granted, that Corruption in Religion is no /ustefcation 
of those who leave it, unless they are persuaded of that Cor- 
ruption. 

It is also granted, that they who are fully persuaded that a 
Religion is szzfu/, are obliged to separate from it, though it 
should not be szzfu/. But then it does by no means follow, that 
they who leave a ¢rue Religion, and they who leave a /alse 
Religion, through their particular Persuasions, are equally justzfed, 
or have an equal Title to the same Degree of God’s Favour. 

Here lies the great Fallacy in this Argument, that you use the 
same Word (viz., justified) in relation to both these People in the 
very same Sense; whereas if they are ustzfied (if this Word must 
be used) it is in a very different Sense and different Measure, and 
they are not entitled to the same Degree of God’s Favour. Now, 
a Fallacy in this Point destroys the whole Demonstration, for 
the Question wholly turns upon ¢hzs Point, Whether they who 
are sincere in a ¢vwe Religion, and they who are sincere in a false 
Religion, are egually justified and entitled to the same Degrees 


of God’s Favour ? 
This very Thing was objected to you by the learned Committee, 
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who said, that an erroneous Conscience was never, till now, allowed 
wholly to justify Men in thetr Errors.* 

To which you have no better Answer to make than this, T/a¢ 
zt must either justify them, or not justify them. It must etther 
wholly justzfy them, or not justify them at all.t 

My Lord, I suppose a Man is justified by his living soberly, 
righteously, and godlely in this present World. I ask therefore, 
Does his living soberly justify him wholly, or does it not justify 
him at all? If it justifies him wholly, then there is no occasion 
of his living reghteously and godl:ly ; if it does not justify him az 
all, then there is no need of his living soberly. 

Your Answer to the Committee has just as much Sense or 
Divinity in it, as there is in this Argument. 

Here I must desire, that it may be observed, that the Question 
is not, Whether Szucerzty in any Religion, does not recommend 
us to the Favour of God? But whether we are entitled to the 
same Degrees of God’s Favour, whether we are sincere in a frue 
or false way of Worship ? 

I shall therefore farther consider this Point. 

First ; If true and veghkt Religion hath anything in its own 
Nature to recommend us to God, then Sincerity in this z-uve and 
right Religion must recommend us more to God, than Sincerity 
ina false and wrong Religion ; because we have a Recommenda- 
tion from our Religion, as well as from our Szncerity in it. For 
instance, if it be in azy Degree in the World more acceptable to 
God, that we should follow Chrzst, than Mahomet, our Sincerity 
in following Crist, must recommend us to just so much more of 
God’s Favour, than our Sincerity in following J/ahomet , as it is 
more acceptable to him that we should follow one than the other. 
Now to say that ¢vwe and reght Religion, has nothing in its own 
Nature to recommend us to God, is saying, that things true and 
right are no more acceptable to God, than things false and wrong ; 
but as it would be Blasphemy to say this, so it is very little less, 
to say, that Sincerity in a false and wrong Religion, is just the 
same Justification or Recommendation to the Favour of God, that: 
Sincerity in the ¢vuve and rvzght Religion is. 

Farther ; The whole £zd and Deszgnu of Religion, is to recom- 
mend us to the Favour of God. If therefore we can suppose a 
Religion zzstituted by God, which does no more, as such, recom- 
mend us to the Favour of God, than a Religion zxvented by Men 
or Devils, as such, recommends us to the Favour of God; then 
we must also suppose, that God has instituted a Religion, which 
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does not a¢ all answer the general Exd and Design of Religion, 
viz., the recommending us to the Favour of God. 

Unless therefore we will profanely declare, that God has 
instituted a Religion, which, as such, does us no Service, nor any 
better promotes the general Exzd of Religion, than any corrupt 
Inventions of Men, we must affirm, that Sincerity in his Religion 
will entitle us to greater Degrees of his Favour, than Sincerity 
in a Religion not from Him. 

Secondly; If there be any real Excellency or Goodness in one 
Religion, which is not in another, then it is certain, that Szncerzty 
does not egually justify us in any Religion ; and on the contrary, 
it is as certain, that if Sincerity in axy Religion does entitle us to 
the same Degrees of God’s Favour, then there is no such thing as 
any real Excellency or Goodness in one Religion, which is not in 
another. 

When you are charged with destroying all Difference between 
Religions, by this Account of Sincerity, you retreat to an Answer 
as weak as could possibly have been thought of. Thus you say; 
What I satd about private Persuasion, relates to the Justification 
of the Man before God, and not to the Excellency of one Com- 
munion above another, which it leaves just as tt found it.* 

Here, my Lord, you suppose that one Religion may very 
much exceed another Religion in Goodness and Excellency, and 
yet that this Goodness and Excellency has nothing to do with the 
Justification of Persons; for you say, you were not speaking of the 
Excellency of one Communion above another, but of what relates 
to the Justification of a Man, &c., which plainly shows, that you 
do not allow the Fcellency of Religion to have anything to do 
with the Justification of Men; for if you did, it must have been 
necessary to speak of the Axcellency of one Religion above 
another, when you were speaking of what it is which justifies a 
Man before God. 

Now, my Lord, to grant that there is an Excellency and Good- 
messin some Religion, and yet exclude this excellent and good 
Religion, from having any more in it to justzfy and recommend 
us to the Favour of God, than what is to be found in any other 
Religion less excellent; is just as good Sense, as to allow, that 
some Food is much more excellent and proper than other Food ; 
and yet exclude this most excellent proper Food, from having 
anything in it to preserve Health and Strength, more than in any 
other Food. 

For the Goodness and Excellency of Religion, is as truly a 
relative Goodness and Excellency, as the Goodness and Excel- 
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lency of Food is a relatzve Goodness and Excellency. And as 
that Food can only be said to be detter than another Food, 
because it has a detter Effect upon the Body than any other 
Food; so that Religion can only be said to be Jdetter than 
another, because it raises us higher in the Favour of God than 
any other Religion. | 

It is therefore most certain, that if any one Religion can be 
said to be dettey than another, it must be, because one Religion 
may be of more Advantage to us than another. 

For as Religion in general is good, because it does us good, and 
brings us into Favour with God; so the particular Excellency 
and Goodness of any Religion, must consist in this, that it does 
us a more particular Good, and raises us to higher Degrees of 
God’s Favour, than a /ess excellent Religion would have done. 

So that when your Lordship talks of the Excellency of one 
Religion above another, as having nothing in it, as such, to re- 
commend us to higher Degrees of God’s Favour, or effect our 
Justification , it is full as absurd, as to say, that though one kind 
of Learning may be more excellent than another kind of Learning, 
yet no Men are more excellent or valuable, for having one kind of 
Learning rather than another. 

For as no kind of Learning can be said to be peculzarly excel- 
lent, but because it gives some peculiar Excellency to those who 
are Masters of it; so no kind of Religion can be said to be 
more excellent than another, unless those who profess it, reap 
some Advantage from it, which is not to be had from a Religion 
less excellent. 

From all this it appears, first, that there can be no such thing 
as any Goodness or Excellency in one Religion above another, 
but as it procures a peculzar Good and Advantage to those who 
profess it. 

Secondly ; That your Lordship can allow no other Goodness 
or Excellency in Religion, even from your own express Words, 
but what implies as great an Absurdity, as to allow of good 
Food, good Learning, or good Advice, which can do nobody any 
good at all. 

For since you expressly exclude the Goodness or Excellency of any 
Religion, from having any part in recommending us to the Favour 
of God, and will only allow it to carry us so far, as Sincerity 
in a worse Religion will carry us ; it is certain, that this good and 
excellent Religion, is just as good as that, which does us no good 
at all, 7 

So that whether you will yet own that you have destroyed 
all the difference betwixt Religions, or not, I cannot tell; yet I 
imagine, everyone will see that you have only left such a Good- 
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ness in one Religion above another, as can do nobody any good 
at all. 

The short is this; If you will own there is no Excellency in one 
Religion above another, then you are guilty of making Christianity 
no better than J/ahometanism ; but if you will acknowledge a 
Goodness and Excellency in one Religion above another, and yet 
contend that it is Szzcerity alone, which does us any Good, or 
recommends us to the Favour of God, in all Religions alike, this 
is as absurd, as to say, such a thing is mzch better for us than 
any other thing, and yet assert, that azy other thing will do us as 
much good as that. | 

I have, I hope, sufficiently confuted your Doctrine of Sincerity, 
from the Nature of Religion. I shall now, in a word or two, 
examine it farther, by considering the Nature of Przvate Per- 
suaston, which can do all these mighty things. 

And, first, I deny that Persuasion was the only thing which 
justified the Protestants, or which recommends People to the 
Favour of God in the Choice of a Religion ; and that, because if 
their przvate Persuaszon was founded in Pride, Prejudice, worldly 
Interest, or anything, but the real Truth, and the /ustece of the 
Cause, that their private Persuaszon did not justify them before 
God ; nor had they, upon this Supposition, so good a Title to 
his Favour, as those who did not reform, 

If you say, that Persons cannot be szwcere in their Persuasions, 
who are influenced by Pride, or Prejudice, or any false Motive: 
To this I answer ; 

First ; That according to your ow2 Principles, that Man is to 
be esteemed szzcere, who thinks himself to be sencere. For, as it 
is a first Prinzceple with you, that a Man is justified in point of 
Religion, not because he observes what in its own Nature is ¢rue 
and vzght Religion, but because he observes that which he ¢hznks 
to be ¢rue and right Religion ; so according to this Principle, a 
Man is to be accounted szucere, not because he acts up to érue 
and just Principles of Szuzcertty, but because he ¢hzzks in his own 
Mind, that he does act up to such just and ¢rue Principles of 
Sincerity. So that, my Lord, Sincerity it seems is as truly a 
private Persuasion, as Religion is a prevate Persuasion; and 
therefore anyone may as easily think himself ¢7wy sincere, and 
yet not have true Sincerity, as he may think himself in the true 
Religion, and yet not be in the true Religion. 

Unless therefore you will maintain, that a Person who is mis- 
taken in his Szxcertty, and mistaken in his Religzon too, who 
hath neither ¢vue Religion, or true Sincerity, hath as good a 
Title tothe Favour of God as he who is ¢ru/y sincere, and ina 
true Religion, you must give up this Cause of Sincerity. For it 
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is demonstrable from your own Princttles, that anyone may as 
often happen to be mistaken in his Sincerity, and take that for 
Sincerity which is not Sincerity, as he may be mistaken in his 
Religion, and take that for Religion which is not Relzgzon. 

And consequently it is as reasonable to talk of sezcere Persons 
who are influenced by wrong JMotzves, as to talk of Persons being 
justified in Religion, who live in a fa/se Religion. 

So that, my Lord, this is the Result of your Doctrine, that 
Persons neither ¢vu/y sincere, nor in the ¢vue Religion, are yet 
entitled to the same Degrees of God’s Favour, with those who 
are truly sincere in the ¢7we Religion. 

The short is this, according to a Maxim of your own, you are 
obliged to acknowledge that Man to be szzcere, who thinks him- 
self to be szxcere; because you say a Man is to be esteemed 
Religious, not because he practices true Religion, but because 
he thzenks he practices ¢rue Religion ; therefore you must say, 
that a Man is sincere, not because he is ¢vu/y sincere, but because 
he ¢Aznks himself to be szncere. 

It is also as posstble and as /tkely for a Man to be mistaken in 
those things which constitute ¢vwe Sincerity, as in those things 
which constitute zrue Religion. 

And therefore if ¢4zs Sincerity be the only and the same Title 
to God’s Favour in any Religion, it follows, that Sincerity, though 
influenced by false Motives, and in a false way of Worship, is as 
acceptable to God, as a sincere Persuasion governed by right 
Motives, in a true and zustituted way of Worship. 

So that all the fine things which you have said of Sincerity, 
as implying in it all which is vatzonal and excellent, are come to 
nothing ; and you are as strictly obliged to allow that Man to 
be szncere, who mistakes the Grounds and Principles of true 
Sincerity, because he ¢kzzks himself to be sincere, as to allow 
that Person to be justified in his Religion, who mistakes the true 
Religion, because he thinks himself in the true Religion. 

So that it is not Szxcerzty, as it contains all that is rational and 
excellent which alone justifies, but as it may be an zdle, vazn, 
whimsical Persuasion, in which People think themselves in the 
right. This Persuasion, though founded in the Follies, Passions, 
and Prejudices of human Nature, consecrates every Way of 
Worship, and makes the Man thus persuaded as acceptable to 
God, as he who through a right use of his Reason, serves God in 
that Method which he has instituted. 

I shall end this Point with only this Observation, that how- 
ever hearty a Friend you may be to the Christian Religion your- 
self, this I dare say, that the heartiest Amemy it has, will thank 
you for thus defending it. And they who with all the Distinctions 
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betwixt Religions confounded, and maintain that we have nothing 
to hope or fear but from our own Persuasions, are the only 
Persons who can call you their proper Defender. 





Of the Reformation. 


PROCEED now, in a Word or two, to show, that the 
Necessety of Communion with any particular Church, and 
the Effects of Excommunication, are perfectly consistent 
with the Principles of the Reformation. 

You say, [f there be a Church Authority to oblige People 
to external Communion, l beg to know, How canthe Reformation 
ztself be justified ? For there was then an Order of Church- 
men, vested with all spiritual Authority ; there was therefore a 
Church Authority to oblige Christians, a Power of some over others. 
What was it therefore to which we owe this very Church of 
England ?* 

To this it may be answered, 

First ; That this Argument proceeds upon a false Supposition, 
namely, that it is the Laws of any Men, which obliges us to 
external Communion. Which I have already shown to be as 
false, as to suppose that it is the Laws of any Men which obliges 
us to be Christians. 

Secondly ; That there may be a real and a great Authority 
which obliges us to external Communton, though this Authority 
be not founded in any Auman Laws ; for there is as real and 
apparent an Authority for Baptism and the Supper of the Lord, 
and other Parts of external Communion, as if they were the 
express Matter of any human Laws. 

Thirdly ; That the Laws of Men in this Affair of Religion, 
are of the same Obligation and Force that they are in other 
Matters. If they command Things indifferent, they are to be 
obeyed for the Authority of the Command; if they enjoin 
Things in their own Nature good, the Necessity of Obedience 
is greater; but if they command Things unlawful, we are not to 
comply, but obey God rather than Man. 

Fourthly; The Question therefore at the Reformation was 
not, Whether the Laws of the Pofe or the Prince were on the 
side of the Church of Rome? But whether that /azth and those 
Institutions which constitute the Christian Religion, were with 
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the Reformers, or with the Papzsts. For the Church Authority 
which obliged them then, and which obliges now to external 
Communion, was not an Authority which obliged them to 
comply with any xumber of Bishops, or any S/fate Laws, but to 
enter into Communion with that Bishop or Bishops, who observed 
that way of Worship which Christ had instituted. The Necessity 
of being in external Communion, does not oblige us to bein 
Communion with the Pope or any Number of Bishops as such, 
whose Authority we may happen to be born under; but it 
obliges us to be in that Communion, which is that Way or 
Method of Salvation which Christ has zvstituted. 

So that though we should grant, that at the Reformation we 
broke through the Auman Laws of the Church, which required 
us to continue in Communion with the Church of Rome, it will 
by no means follow, that we broke through ¢hat Authority which 
obliges us to external Communion, because that Authority is not 
founded in any human Laws, but is the Authority of Christ, 
requiring us to observe all those things which constitute external 
Communion. For as it is the Authority of Christ which obliges 
us to be Chrzstians, so that same Authority obliges us to enter 
into that Communion, where the /xst¢tutzons and Faith of Christ 
are preserved. 

When therefore you say, 2f Church Authority (meaning human 
Laws) be a suffictent Obligation upon them to determine them, 
then our Forefathers ought not in Conscience to have separated 
Jrom the Church of Rome :* 

This, my Lord, is no more to the Purpose, than if you had 
said, if the King of france has a Right to be obeyed all over 
Europe, then all over Lurope they ought in Conscience to obey 
him. 

For since it is neither pretended, nor allowed, that Auman 
Laws are a sufficient Obligation to external Communion, to argue 
from this Supposition is as foreign to the Purpose, as to suppose 
that the King of vance was Governor of all Europe. 

The next Step you take is also very extraordinary, where 
having rejected 4uman Authority from being a sufficzent Obliga- 
tion to external Communion, you thus proceed, Lut zf Men are 
therr own Judges by the Laws of God and of Christ tn this Matter ; 
of they have a Right to use their Judgment, and be determined by 
at then here is a Justification of the Reformation, and 
particularly of the Protestant Church of England.t+ 

The most complaisant Justification, my Lord, that could 
possibly have been thought of, because it as peculiarly justifies 
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all the Enemies of the Church of Axgland, of what kind soever, 
as it justifies the Protestant Church of England. 

For your Argument proceeds thus; if there be no human 
Authority to which we are absolutely obliged to submit, but have 
a Right to use our own Judgments, then the Reformation is 
justified. Here we see the Doctrines of the reformed Church 
are not taken into the Question ; she is not said to be justified, 
as being a ¢rue Church, or as preserving those Orders and 
Institutions, which constitute the true Church; but is justified, 
because Men may use their Reason, and not enter into any 
Communion which human Laws have happened to establish. 
Now if we of the Church of Exg/and are justified in the Choice 
of our Religion, because no human Laws have an absolute Power 
to oblige us to be of any particular Religion, then all People, 
whether Papests or Protestants, whether Quakers, Ranters, Jews, 
Turks, and Infidels, are equally justified in the Choice of their 
paritcular Ways of Worship, because Auman Laws have not an 
absolute Power to oblige them to be of any particular Religion. 
So that though you call this a /ustzfication of the Protestant 
Church of Exgland, you might as justly have called it a /us¢zfi- 
cation of Quakers, Jews, Turks, and Infidels: For it is as truly a 
Justification of every one of them, as it is a Justification of the 
Church of England. 

But to proceed. 

How comes it, my Lord, that the Reformation is justsfed, 
because People may use their Reason, and are not under a 
Necessity from human Laws of being of this or that Church? 
Why must the Reformation be right and just, because human 
Laws are not sufficient to hinder a Reformation. Is there no 
other Authority that can make any particular Religion necessary, 
because Auman Authority cannot? May it not be our Duty to 
be of ¢#zs Communion, and a Sz to enter into another Com- 
munion, though Auman Laws as such cannot make the one a 
Duty, or the other a Sin? Does Baptism, the Supper of the 
Lord, and a Belzefin Jesus Christ, cease to be necessary, because 
that necessity does not arise from human Laws ? 

Now if Things may be ecessazy to Salvation, though they are 
not made so by suman Authority, then it is no Justification of 
the Reformation to say, that the Reformers might use their 
Reason, and not choose that Religion which Auman Laws com- 
manded them to choose; this will be no Justification, till it 
appears, that they chose that Religion which the Authority of 
God required them to choose. 

For it would be Nonsense to say, People are justified for 
having such a sort of Baptism, because the JVecessety of Baptism 
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does not arise from human Laws. Yet this is as good Sense, as 
to say, such a People are justified in their Religion, because no 
Religion is made necessary by Auman Laws. For as they are 
only justified in Point of Baptzsmz, who observe such Baptism, as 
the Authority of God has appointed, so are they only justified in 
their Relzgzon, who enter into that Religion which the Authority 
of God has zzstztuted. 

But your Lordship has no sooner shown that Auman Authority, 
as such, cannot oblige us to be of any particular Religion, but you 
presently congratulate your Readers upon an entire Freedom 
from all Authority in Religion, and without once mentioning 
that the Reformation is right and just, because of the Orders, 
Doctrines or Institutions, which it maintains; you say it is justi- 
fied for such a Reason, as justifies in an egual Degree every 
Religion, and every Change of Religion in the World. You 
have so far justified it, as to show that it is as well to be of it, as 
of any other Church, and as well to be of any other Church as 
of it. 

Who would not think, my Lord, that the zmstztuted Terms of 
Salvation had something to do with the Justification of Chris- 
tians? Yet you can justify People without any regard to them. 
Who would not think that a Religion is unjustifiable, if it is con- 
trary to the Religion zzstztuted by Christ? Yet your Lordship 
has justified a// Changes in Religion, without any regard to the 
Institutions of Christ solely for this Reason, because Men may 
use their own Judgment, and not submit to the Laws of Men, as 
such, in the Choice of Religion. As if, because they are not to 
be altogether governed by the Commands of Jen in the Choice 
of a Religion, neither are they to be determined by the Authority 
of God, or any more tied down to his Jnstztutions, than to human 
Laws. Who would think that no Change in Religion is danger- 
ous, because Religion is only instituted by God, and has his 
Authority to make it necessary? Yet your Lordship banishes 
all Danger from every Change of Religion, and pronounces the 
same Safety in every Opinion, because People are under no abso- 
lute human Authority. 

It is very surprising, after all this, to see your Lordship break- 
ing out into passtonate Expressions for the Cause of the Reforma- 
tion, and so often declaring, that it is for the sake of the Refor- 
mation that you have taken so much Pains, and with so much 
Pleasure, in your late Writings. 

Now it seems, your Adversaries have undermined the very 
Foundations of the reformed Church of Exgland ; and that in 
this Manner. 

First ; They justify the Church of Zxgland, by showing that 
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it maintains all those Orders, Institutions, and Doctrines, which 
Christ has made necessary to Salvation ; that it is a ¢rve Church, 
because it consists of all those Things, which by the Jystztution 
of Christ constitute a ¢vve Church. 

For this, your Lordship rebukes them as Enemies to the 
Reformation, as Friends to Popfery ; and declares that the Pro- 
testants are not justified because they have chosen a ¢rue and 
right Religion, but because they ¢hzmk they have chosen a true 
and right Religion. 

Again, your Adversaries insist upon the Vecess¢ty of entering 
into Communion with the Church of Exgland, because it is a 
true Church of Christ ; and declare those guilty of the heinous 
Sin of Schzsu#z, who separate from her Communion. 

Here again you condemn them, as conspiring the Ruin of the 
Reformation, because if the Dzssenters are not justified in their 
Separation from the Church of England by their private Per- 
suaston, neither is the Church of England to be justified for its 
Separation from Rome. So that the Difference between your 
Lordship and your Adversaries, in relation to the Reformed 
Church of Eugland is this. 

They support and recommend this Church, because it con- 
tains all the zecessary Doctrines and Institutions of Christ, and 
consequently give it an Advantage over every other way of 
Worship, which is either corrupted or defectzve, in these Doctrines 
and Institutions of Christ. 

But you support and recommend it (pardon the Expressions) 
not from anything which relates to it at all, but from przvate 
Persuasion ; and consequently allow every Religion in the 
World to be as just, and good, and safe, if Men are but so 
persuaded, 

They defend the Church of Exgland, by showing what it is, 
and by asserting the Truth of its Doctrines. 

You have no Title to be mentioned amongst its Defenders, 
but as you may be called a Defender of Quakers and Fanatics, 
Jews and Turks, and every Religion in the World, which any- 
one chinks to be right. 

To proceed; As a farther Defence of the Reformation, you 
ask, How did the first Reformers behave themselves? Did they 
not think and speak of them (viz., Absolution and Excommunica- 
tion) as having nothing to do with the Favour of God, as human 
Engines, and mere Outcries of human Terror? And did they 
mean by this to claim to themselves the Right of Absolution, 
which they had denied to others, because they were fallible and 
weak Men, or to assert a Power of Excommunication, so as to 
affect Men's eternal Salvation, to themselves in one Church, which 
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they had disregarded and trampled upon in another? No: They 
treated all Excommunications as alike, and upon an equal foot ; 
and could upon no other Account neglect and disregard them as 
they did, but because God had not given to any Man the Disposal 
of his Mercy or Anger* 

The Argument, my Lord, here proceeds thus: First; That all 
Absolutions and Excommunications must have been esteemed 
alike, and equally zsignzjficant by our Reformers, because they 
were not terrified at the Excommunications of the Church of 
Rome, nor thought an Absolution from that Church necessary. 

Secondly ; That the Reformers having thus disregarded these 
Powers in that Church, ought not to pretend, that the same 
Powers have any more Effect when they exercise them in this 
Church. 

To this it may be answered, that if we ought not to pretend 
to any Effects in Absolution or Excommunication, because we 
disregarded those Powers as exercised by the Church of Rome ; 
that then we ought not to pretend the Necessity of any Fazth, 
because we disregarded the Faith of the Aomzsh Church; nor 
the Necessity of any Sacraments, nor the Necessity of the 
Canonical Writings, because we disregarded the Canonical Books 
of the Church of Rome. And it is as good Sense to cry out 
here, ‘ Did they not treat their Sacraments as mere /nventions 
‘of Men? Did they mean by this to claim to themselves a 
‘Power to make Sacraments zecessary in one Church, which 
‘Power they had trampled upon in another? Did they deny 
‘the Necessity of seven Sacraments ‘there, in order to assert the 
‘Necessity of ¢wo Sacraments herve? No: They treated a// 
‘Sacraments as alzke, and upon an equal foot with respect to 
‘God’s Favour, and could upon no other Account neglect and 
‘disregard them as they did, but because God's Favour or 
‘ Displeasure was no ways affected dy any Sacraments,’ 

Here let common Sense judge, whether this Argument of 
yours, showing the Unreasonableness of pretending to any 
Significancy in Hxcommuntcation, because we disregarded the 
Excommunication of the Church of Rome, does not prove it as 
unreasonable to insist upon the JVecesszty of any Faith, or any 
Sacraments, or any Canonical Books, because we denied the 
Romish Creed, the Romish Sacraments, and Canon of Scripture? 

For our Reformers no more intended to show that Excom- 
munication was a Dream and Trifle, because they disregarded 
the Excommunication of the Church of Aome, than they in- 
tended to show that all Sacraments, all Fatth, and all Scripture, 


* Answ. to Repr., pp. 121, 122. 
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were Dreams and Trifles, by their not owning either the Sacra- 
ments, or the Creed, or the Canon of the Church of Rome. And, 
my Lord, what a worthy Defender of Chrestzanzty and the 
Reformation would he be, who should ask us what we mean by 
the Necessity of Sacraments, or Faith, or Scripture, since we 
have not allowed the Necessity either of the Romish Sacraments, 
Fatth, or Scripture? Yet such a Defender is your Lordship, 
who contends that we ought to reject Excommunication as a 
Trifie and Dream, because we disregarded the Excommunication 
of the Church of Rome. 

I have now gone as far in the Examination of your Doctrines, 
as my present Design will allow me, and am apt to think that 
in this and my former Letters, 1 have gone so far, as to show, 
that a few more such Defences of Christianzty and the Reforma- 
fzon, as you have given us, would complete their Ruin, as far as 
Auman Writings can complete it. 

And had you meant ever so much harm to Chrestzanzty and 
the Reformation, 1 believe no one who wishes their Confusion, 
would have thought you could have taken a better way to obtain 
that End, than by writing as you have lately written. 

For he must be a very Bitter Axemy to them both, who would 

not think it sufficient to set Chrtstzanzty and Mahometanism, the 
Reformation and Quakerism, upon the sazze foot. 
_ And he must be very slow of Apprehension, who does not 
see that to be plainly done, by resolving all into prevate Per- 
suaston, and making Szucerzty in every Religion, whether ¢rve or 
Jalse, the same Title to the same Degrees of God’s Favour, 

J shall not with your Lordship make any Declarations about 
my own Sdncerity ; 1 am content to leave that to God, and to 
let all the World pass what Judgment they please about it. 


IT am, Your Lordship’s 
Most Humble Servant, 


William Law. 
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Postscript. 


T HE Learned Committee observed to your Lordship, 
that an erroneous Conscience was never, till now, 
allowed wholly to zustify Men in their Errors. 

This Observation I have shown to be ¢rue and just, 
as it implies, that though Sincerity in an erroneous 
way of Worship should in some degree or other recommend 

Men to the Favour or Mercy of God, yet it is not that extzre 

Recommendation to his Favour, which is effected by our sincere 

Obedience in the ¢rue way of Salvation: That is, though it 

should justify them in some degree, yet it cannot justify them in 

that degree, in which they are justified, who sincerely serve God, 
in that true Religion which he himself has instituted. 

Now our Justification, as it is effected by the Merits of Christ, 
is in one and the same degree ; but as our Justification is effected 
by our own Behaviour, it is as capable of dzfferent degrees, as 
our Virtue and Holiness is capable of different degrees ; and it 
is also necessary that our Justification be more or less, according 
as our Holiness is wove or less. 

Yet in answer to this Observation of the Learned Commttce, 
you say, 2¢ must etther justify them, or not justify them, ct must 
either justify them wholly, or not justify them at all. This, my 
Lord, is as contrary to the Scripture, as it is to the Observation 
of the Commuttee. For our blessed Saviour, speaking of the 
Publican, says, I tell you, this Man went down to his House 
justified, rather than the other.* 

Here, my Lord, is as plain a Declaration of Degrees in Justifi- 
cation, as can well be made, so far as Justification can be effected 
by our own Behaviour. 

For, it is plain, the Pud/zcan was not wholly justified, because 
then there would be no need of his embracing Christianity ; it 
is also plain, that he was justified zz art, or else he could not 
be said to be justified rather than the Pharisee. 

If therefore your Answer confutes the Observation of the 
Learned Commitee, it must also confute this Passage of Scripture. 

I shall only add one word in relation to another Point. 

I have already shown the Falseness and evil Tendency of 
your Argument against Lxcommunication, which you asserted 
to be a Dream and Trifie without any Effect, because it is our 
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own Behaviour alone which can signify anything to us with regard 
to the Favour of God. Now, my Lord, this PAzlosophy strikes 
at the very Vitals of the Christian Religion : For, if this Sentence 
can have no Effect, if it is a Dream and Trifée, because it is our 
Behaviour alone on which the Favour of God depends ; then how 
shall we account for these Passages of Scripture, which attribute 
our Justification to the Merits and Death of Christ. As thus; 

Jesus Christ, who gave himself for our sins ;* 

In whom we have Redemption through his Blood ;* 

Being justified by his blood, we shall be saved from wrath.t 

It is the constant, uniform Doctrine of Scripture, that our 
Reconciliation and Peace with God, our Justification and Sancti- 
fication before God, is owing to the Merits and Death of Christ. 
But if what you have said be true, that it is our Aehaviour alone, 
which procures the Favour of God, then the L/ood of Christ must 
be as truly without any Effect, as Excommunication is without 
any Effect. 

For if the Favour of God depends entirely upon our Behaviour 
alone, then it can depend upon nothing else ; and if it depend 
upon nothing else, then everything else is equally trifling and 
without any Effect as to that Purpose ; and consequently every 
Passage in Scripture which ascribes our Acceptance with God to 
the Merits and Blood of Christ, is as much condemned by your 
Doctrine, as the Effects of Excommunication are condemned 
by it. 

” Whether your Lordship did not perceive the /zconszstency of 
this Doctrine, with that Satzsfactzon and Redemption which the 
Scriptures teach ; or whether you £xowzngly intended to oppose 
this Doctrine, is, what I shall leave to everyone’s own Judgment. 
Thus much I shall only say, that as you have here directly con- 
tradicted this first Principle of the Christian Religion, if it is not 
what you intended, I hope you will, for the sake of Christianity, 
venture to declare, that though you have asserted, that it is our 
Behaviour alone, yet it is not our Behaviour alone, but more par- 
ticularly the Werzts and Death of Christ, which recommends us 
to the Favour of God. 


FINIS. 


* Galli. 3. t Ephes. i. 7. t Rom. v. 9. 


